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THE CREED OF CHRISTENDOM 
AS EXPRESSED IN THE NICENE 
CREED 


cmp yy 
THE NICENE CREED 


1, I BELIEVE in one GOD the FATHER Almighty, 
Maker of heaven and earth, And of all things 
visible and invisible: 
2. And in one LORD JESUS CHRIST, 
the only-begotten SON of GOD, 
Begotten of His FATHER before all worlds, 
GoD of GOD, 
Light of Light, 
Very GOD of very GOD, 
Begotten, not made, 
Being of one substance with the FATHER, By 
whom all things were made: 
3. Who for us men, and for our salvation 
came down from heaven, 
And was incarnate 
by the HOLY GHOST of the Virgin Mary, 
And was made man, 
4. And was crucified also for us under Pontius 


Pilate. 
B 


Li. 
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He suffered 
and was buried, 


. And the third day He rose again 


according to the Scriptures, 


. And ascended into heaven, 


And sitteth on the right hand of the FATHER. 


. And He shall come again with glory 


to judge both the quick and the dead: 
Whose kingdom shall have no end. 


. And I believe in the HOLY GHOST, 


The LORD 

and Giver of life, 

Who proceedeth from the FATHER (and the 
SON), 

Who with the FATHER and the SON together is 
worshipped and glorified, 

Who spake by the Prophets. 


. And I believe one (Holy) Catholick and Aposto- 


lick Church. 


. I acknowledge one Baptism for the remission of 


sins. 
And I look for the Resurrection of the dead, 
And the life of the world to come. Amen. 
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INTRODUCTION 


HERE is a phrase frequently met with nowa- 
days in religious books which deserves more 
consideration than it generally receives. That 
phrase is “ The Charcoal-burner’s Faith.” It is 
commonly used to imply that such faith is merely 
blind credulity. But such an interpretation is not 
really warranted by the story from which the phrase 
is borrowed. It runs as follows :— 
“What do you believe?” said the devil to the 
dying charcoal-burner. 
“T believe that which the Church teaches,” an- 
swered the charcoal-burner. 
“ And what does the Church teach?” pursued the 
devil. 
“That which I believe,’ was the other’s prompt 
reply. 
“Excuse me,” said the devil, “but I have an 
important engagement elsewhere.” 


Now the hero of that story may have been a man 
of blind credulity, or he may not. It is evident that 


he did not wish to beguile the tedium of his last 
moments with the delights of controversy; but it 
does not follow that he had never considered the 
meaning of, or the evidence for, that which he 
believed. He had found the system of religion 
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taught him by the Church sufficient to live by, and 
he thought he would probably find it good enough 
to die by. “That which the Church teaches,” and 
which the charcoal-burner believed, is contained in 
the Creeds of Christendom. 

Any system of religion, whether true or false, 
demands from its adherents a knowledge of three 
things: (1) of the truths or supposed truths upon 
which that religion rests ; (2) of the way to approach 
the God, or Gods, which that religion proclaims; 
(3) of the course of action or rule of conduct which 
shall be in accordance with that religion. 

To put the matter in simpler language, every 
religion demands that its adherents should know 
three things: (1) what to believe ; (2) how to pray; 
(3) how to act. 

In the Church of England Catechism, which is 
the official course of instruction for those baptized 
in infancy before they come to be confirmed, the 
teaching of the Creed precedes the teaching of the 
Ten Commandments. The reason for this is that 
the Christian Creed is the basis of Christian conduct. 
A man’s actions depend in the long run on his 
theory of life, that is to say on his creed. Every- 
body has a creed of some kind, though not always 
clearly defined in his or her own mind. Neverthe- 
less it is there, and controls his or her conduct in life. 

The Christian Creed isa summary of the principal 
things which are the foundation of the Christian 
religion. It does not contain everything which 
a Christian believes, but only the more important 
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things, and even these are expressed as concisely as 
possible, e.g. “the third day He rose again from the 
dead” or “and the third day He rose again accord- 
ing to the Scriptures” are very brief expressions 
which simply record the fact of CHRIST’S Resurrec- 
tion. Supposing any Christian’s knowledge con- 
cerning the Resurrection was confined to one of 
these sentences it would be very meagre and 
insufficient. The various clauses of the Creed are 
merely headings, pegs for the memory, upon which 
depend many lesser details. A creed is a com- 
pendium or abstract of belief, not a full detailed 
statement. The Christian Creed is a symbol or 
watchword, whereby Christians can recognize one 
another. Indeed in the early Church, when Greek, 
not Latin, was the general language of Christians 
“Symbol” was the word used to denote a creed. 
The Nicene Creed was called the Nicene Symbol. 
The Symbol of Jerusalem meant that which we 
should call the Creed of Jerusalem. 

The Creed may be compared to a sailor’s chart, 
whereby he may set his course, and steer clear of 
sunk rocks and shoals and adverse currents, which, 
the experience of his predecessors has discovered 
and noted for his benefit. 

The early methods of teaching the Christian 
Faith were probably unscientific; that is to say, 
the Apostles and first evangelists began by preach- 
ing the Resurrection of CHRIST as the great fact 
whereby CHRIST was shown to be the SON of GOD 
with power, and of Baptism as the means by which 
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men were brought into fellowship with Him, But 
having done this, the rest of their teaching probably 
consisted of recollections of the Birth, Life, Ministry, 
Miracles, and Teaching of CHRIST, given in any 
order just as it occurred to them. As they gained 
experience, their teaching would become more 
systematic; the more important points would stand 
out more clearly. The lessons would fall into an 
orderly, though not exactly chronological sequence; 
and the headings of these lessons gradually became 
stereotyped, and formed the creed recited by con- 
verts as their profession of faith entitling them to 
claim the privilege of Baptism. The simplest form 
of the Christian Creed is the sentence spoken by 
the Ethiopian chamberlain to S. Philip the Deacon, 
as recorded in Acts viii. 37, ‘I believe that JESUS 
CHRIST is the SON of Gop.” That one sentence 
does indeed potentially contain the whole creed of 
the Christian, though not yet expanded, just as the 
rosebud contains all the petals of the rose. 

This was how the form of the Creed, which we 
call the Apostles’ Creed, originated. The Apostles’ 
Creed is really a Baptismal Creed. It is called the 
Apostles’ Creed because it contains that which the 
Apostles believed and taught, not because it was 
written by the Apostles. It was not compiled by 
the Apostles, or indeed by anybody: it simply 
grew; it gradually developed, and the form it 
assumed became general throughout the Church, 
though the wording was not exactly the same every- 
where. Asa matter of fact, it is not word for word 
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the same everywhere in the Prayer Book, as you 
will see if you compare carefully the version of it in 
the Catechism with that in Morning and Evening 
Prayer, and the verbal differences are still more 
marked if you compare these with the interrogatory 
form of the Creed in the Baptismal Service. 
Other forms of the Christian Creed are the one 
given in the Communion Service, commonly called 
the Nicene Creed, and the one headed “ At Morning 
Prayer,’ i.e. to be used at Morning Prayer on 
certain days, commonly called the Athanasian 
Creed. Now the only form of the Creed which was 
really drawn up by the Church in her corporate 
capacity is the Nicene Creed. And this has gone 
through more than one edition, so that although we 
call it the Nicene Creed, because the first edition of 
it was drawn up at the General Council of the 
Church held at Nicaea in A.D. 325, it would be 
more accurate to call it the Chalcedonian Creed, as 
our translation of it represents more nearly the last 
official edition of it at the Council of Chalcedon in 
A.D. 451. Indeed to speak of it as an “ edition” 
may be misleading. Our form of the Nicene Creed 
was recited at this Council of Chalcedon; so too 
was the original Creed of Nicaea. Both were 
approved as expressing the true Christian Faith. 
If you put the two Creeds side by side, the later 
form looks as if it were an expansion of the earlier ; 
you would naturally suppose that the earlier was the 
origin of the later. Nevertheless this is not the 
case. The basis of our Nicene Creed was in all 
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probability the Creed of the Church of Jerusalem. 
Our Nicene Creed is in reality the revised Creed of 
Jerusalem rather than the revised Creed of Nicaea. 

For many years scholars thought that our Nicene 
Creed was the Creed of Nicaea enlarged by the 
Council of Constantinople in A.D, 381. As it is now 
known that it was quoted some years before this 
date by Epiphanius, Bishop of Salamis, it could not 
have been composed by this Council. It is rather 
a Baptismal Creed enlarged by the insertion of 
Nicene terms. This revision was probably the work 
of S. Cyril of Jerusalem at some time between A.D. 
362-364. When we speak of it as the last edition 
of the Nicene Creed, we mean the last edition of the 
doctrine contained in the Creed of Nicaea, which 
has received the sanction of a General Council. 

By a General Council we mean a council to which 
all the bishops of the Church were summoned, from 
east and west, and south and north, so that such a 
council represents the whole Church. The first 
General Council of the Church was held at Jeru- 
salem, to decide the question whether Gentile 
converts to the Christian Faith were bound to keep 
the Jewish law. We read about it in Acts xv. 
The decree of the Council is given in verses 28 and 
29, and was promulgated to those concerned by 
letters sent to the various local Churches in Antioch 
and Syria and Cilicia. This may, perhaps, seem 
to you an unusual way of describing the events 
recorded in that chapter; nevertheless it is a 
perfectly true description of it. 
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The cause of this first Council of Nicaea being 
summoned was the teaching of a priest of Alexan- 
dria, named Arius, on a very vital subject, the 
Divinity of our LORD JESUS CHRIST. 

Although Arius was quite ready to affirm that 
JESUS CHRIST was the SON of GOD, yet he did not 
attach the same meaning to the term as other 
Christians. He taught that the SON was a divine 
Being created before the worlds, but still a creature, 
higher than all other created beings, but not co- 
eternal with the FATHER; that there was a time 
when the SON did not exist. 

This teaching spread very rapidly and widely. 
Consequently, a General Council was summoned to 
meet at Nicaea on June Igth, A.D. 325. If you 
look at a map of the Roman Empire at that 
date, you will see why Nicaea in Bithynia was 
chosen as the place of meeting. It was in the 
centre, connected with East and West by roads 
cutting straight across the Empire. Travelling was 
slow, however, in those days, and long notice was 
given in order to enable all to be present. 

Eusebius reckons the number of bishops present 
at more than two hundred and fifty, and these were 
accompanied by priests and deacons and other 
attendants. Among the deacons was Athanasius. 
Athanasius makes the whole number present to 
have been three hundred and eighteen, the exact 
numberof Abraham’s servants,! as Ambrose observes 
with much satisfaction in his letter to Gratian, though 


: Gen, xiv. 14. 
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why this fact should have occasioned him so much 
delight I fear I cannot tell you. 

In view of the fact that Roman Catholics fre- 
quently state that a General Council must be 
convened by the Pope, and be presided over by him 
or by his deputies, it is interesting to note that the 
Council of Nicaea was not summoned by the Bishop 
of Rome, who, on account of his extreme age, was 
not even present at it. He was represented by two 
priests, who certainly did not preside over its 
deliberations. 

The formal session of the Council was opened 
by the Emperor Constantine in the palace. The 
sessions lasted till August 25th. Twenty canons 
(i.e. Church laws) were passed, but the main work of 
the Council was the drawing up of the Creed, which 
ended with the words “ And I believe in the HOLY 
GHOST,” or rather “We believe in the HOLY 
GHOST,” for originally the Creed was couched in the 
plural form. The later clauses were added to later 
editions of the Creed as other false views arose. 

Thus the Nicene Creed is the only form of the 
Christian Creed which has the express authority of 
a General Council of the Church, 

The other forms of the Christian Creed have the 
authority of custom. They have the tacit, not the 
explicit, assent of the Church as a whole. Con- 
sequently I propose to make this Creed the basis of 
our lessons on the things which a Christian “ ought 
to believe to his soul’s health,” while supplementing 
it by reference to the other creeds, or, to speak in 
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more accurate language, the other forms of the 
Creed. There is only one Christian Creed, only one 
set of things that a Christian believes, but there are 
three chief forms of expressing it. 

The Apostles’ Creed was the baptismal form, and 
as each one is baptized separately it naturally 
begins “I believe.” The Nicene Creed arose as an 
answer to various forms of false teaching. It was 
the pronouncement of the assembled bishops as to 
what was the true Christian belief, handed down to 
them from the first believers: so it naturally began 
with the plural form, “ We believe.” In the fifth or 
sixth century this Creed came to be recited in the 
Holy Communion Service. 

In the Order of Service of the Coptic (i.e. Egyp- 
tian) Church and of the Armenian Church the 
Creed is still repeated in its conciliar form ‘We 
believe”; but in the greater part of the Christian 
Church the opening has been assimilated to that of 
the Baptismal Creed, although the plural form might 
seem more suitable for a corporate act of faith. In 
one early Syrian form of service the priest is 
directed to say “ We believe,’ and each of the faith- 
ful to say “I believe.” The priest speaks in his 
representative capacity, and the people as _ indi- 
viduals, a happy combination of the two notions of 
corporate and individual responsibility. 

The Creed begins by the statement “I believe in 
one GOD.” The Jew and the Mohammedan could 
join with us so far, and so could many another. 
But we should not mean quite the same thing by 
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the word “Gop.” The rest of the Creed goes on 
to define what is the Christian idea of GOD. 

A belief in the existence of one GOD rests upon 
reason as well as revelation. Man, by using his 
natural gift of reason, could, and in many cases did, 
arrive at a belief in the existence of GOD. He could 
also learn something about the nature of GoD; but 
the Christian idea of the nature of GOD rests upon 
revelation. It is something revealed by GOD to 
man, something which man could not have found 
out for himself. 

Nevertheless the Christian virtue of faith does not 
mean a blind credulity. Sometimes unbelievers say 
that it is, and I fear that there are a good many 
Christians who help to make this sneer plausible 
because they are not prepared to give any reasons 
for the belief which they hold. Yet this ought not 
to be so; every one should know not only what he 
believes, but also why he believes it. I therefore 
propose, in our next chapter, to give a brief outline 
of the reasons (apart from revelation) why we 
believe in the existence of GOD, and then to go on 
to consider the nature of GOD. 

It is quite right for us to believe in GoD first of 
all because we are taught to do so, just as we 
believe that six times six is thirty-six first of all 
because the multiplication table says so. But as 
we grow older we ought to learn to verify these 
things, so that we may be able to reply to any 
unbeliever, “ You may sneer at me because I believe 
the Christian Creed, but you really show yourself 
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rather an unintelligent person by doing so. The 
Christian Creed may or may not be true, but I am 
not a fool because I believe it. I have at least as 
good reasons for believing it as you have for not 
believing it, I think better reasons, and I am per- 
fectly willing to discuss them with you, that is, of 
course, provided that you have any other arguments 
besides sneers to put forward. I can’t very well 
discuss that which Horace calls ‘an uptilted nose’ ; 
it really isn’t a serious proposition. You can’t call 
that an unanswerable argument; it may be un- 
answerable, but it isn’t an argument.” 
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CHAPTER"! 
THE EXISTENCE OF GOD 


HE time has nearly gone by when a certain 
type of young man thought it was a mark of 
cleverness to doubt, or to profess to doubt, the 
existence of Gop. Such persons used to call them- 
selves Agnostics, on the ground that this was a 
subject on which neither they nor any one else 
could really £xow anything. There are Agnostics 
still, but not, as a rule, of this shallow type. And, 
since there are men and women who, in all good 
faith, doubt the existence of GOD, it is worth while 
for every Christian to know something of the grounds 
upon which natural religion is based. 

By natural religion we mean those facts about 
GOD and spiritual things which men could discover 
for themselves by the use of their natural faculties. 

The Christian religion, which we profess, is, of 
course, a revealed religion, i.e. something which 
man could not have found out for himself, but 
which was the outcome of deliberate action on 
the part of GOD to make Himself more clearly 
known to man. Yet we could know, and do know, 
something of GOD apart from it. 

Now when an Agnostic tells you that neither you 
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nor he does know, or can know, anything about such 
things, it is well to ask him what he means by the 
term “ know.” 

How do we gain knowledge of anything? Mainly 
by the use of two of our faculties—the power of obser- 
vation and the power of reason, by which we compare 
the things which we see with one another, and so draw 
perfectly true inferences from that which we observe. 
For example, if we meet a man driving a horse and 
cart down the street, there are a few things which 
we know with absolute certainty about them. We 
know that the man is not the horse, nor the horse 
the cart, nor the cart the man. That piece of know- 
ledge is absolutely certain, and can never be other- 
wise while we are in our right minds. We might 
also say that we know that the cart did not make 
the horse, nor the horse make the man. Possibly 
the man may have made the cart, but I think we 
should not hesitate to state quite positively that 
he did not make the horse. Though this is but a 
small amount of knowledge about the man, horse, 
and cart compared with all that there is to be 
known about them, yet it reveals the principles 
upon which our knowledge is based, viz. first by 
observing, and then by reasoning about the things 
which we observe. And although our knowledge of 
GoD may be small compared with all that there is 
to be known about Him, yet it is not true to say 
that we can know nothing about Him. 

The first thing which we need to realize with 
regard to the existence of GOD is that, although 
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we may not be able to know this with absolute 
certainty, we can know it with practical certainty, 
i.e. with as much certainty as we have in the 
arrangement of many affairs of everyday life. 
This practical certainty is the result of a cumulative 
argument which is very difficult to upset; and, 
although we cannot here present the argument in 
its entirety, we can take a brief outline which will 
be sufficient to give you some idea of the reasonable 
grounds upon which our belief in the existence of 
GOD rests. 

By a cumulative argument we mean a series of 
arguments for the truth of our belief, none of which, 
taken singly, would be sufficient to establish the 
fact: but, when taken all together, they lead us 
almost inevitably to that conclusion. Very likely 
you have seen an experiment in elementary physics 
which will help to illustrate the force of a cumu- 
lative argument. If you suspend a heavy iron 
weight from a horizontal bar, and suspend a light 
pith ball on a string a little way from it, and then 
swing the pith ball so that it strikes against the 
iron, the first stroke of the pith ball will apparently 
produce no effect whatever upon the iron weight ; 
but if you steadily persevere in swinging the ball 
against the iron, in a few minutes you will see the 
iron weight vibrate slightly ; and, if you continue, it 
will start swinging under the stroke of the pith ball. 
That which a single stroke of the ball was unable 
to produce the accumulated force of a succession of 
strokes will accomplish. Or take this Arab story: 
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“Have you lost a camel?” said the Dervish to a 
merchant who was evidently searching the desert for 
something. 

“Yes,” said the merchant, “have you seen him?” 

“Was he blind in the right eye, lame in the near 
forefoot, and had he lost a tooth?” pursued the 
Dervish. 

“That’s him,” exclaimed the merchant, “where 
did you last see him?” 

“TY haven’t seen him.” 

“Well, who told you of him ?” 

“‘ Nobody.” 

“ But that’s nonsense; how do you know all this 
about him?” 

“T saw the track of a camel on the sand; from his 
erratic course I felt sure he had no one to guide him. 
The impress of his near forefoot was lighter than 
that of the other three, so I knew he was lame in 
that foot. He had only eaten the herbage on his 
left, though it grew equally on both sides of his 
track, so I judged him blind on the right side. 
Wherever he had bitten a leaf there was a little 
piece left, so I knew he had lost a tooth. His track 
is over there; I hope that, if you follow it, you will 
find your camel.” 

From the cumulative evidence the Dervish had 
formed a very accurate notion of the camel. 

In a similar way a belief in the existence of GOD 
rests upon a cumulative argument. The arguments 
for this belief are generally grouped under five or 
six heads. They are not always. expressed. in 

D 


18 THE CREED OF CHRISTENDOM 


exactly the same way, but most of the reasons 
adduced for such a belief can be assigned, as a rule, 
to one or other of these heads. They are as 
follows :— 


1. THE ARGUMENT FROM THE GENERAL CON- 
SENT OF MANKIND.—This means that all men in 
all ages have been generally agreed that there is 
some higher power than themselves which keeps 
the world going. No race or nation of men has 
ever been discovered which did not possess some 
idea of Gop. It may have been a very vague and 
insufficient idea of GOD, or they may have thought 
that there were many gods; but this does not affect 
the value of this argument which, of course, would 
not be sufficient by itself, and which does not take 
us very far. But the fact that the study of mankind 
reveals that men have shown in all ages and in all 
places a sort of religious instinct shows that this 
religious instinct is as much a part of human nature 
as the gift of reason. The existence of this religious 
instinct is the reason why the people who aimlessly 
walk up and down our streets on Saturday and 
Sunday night occasionally go to church, just as they 
occasionally think. If people say there are some 
who do not show any such religious instinct, that 
is, of course, true, just as it is true that some people 
are mentally deficient. But it does not affect the 
fact that mankind, as a whole, has this religious 
instinct, any more than you can say that mankind has 
not the gift of reason because some men are idiots. 
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By itself this argument would not lead us much 
farther than the religious belief of the man who, 
when pressed by the late Dr. Neville Figgis as to 
what he did believe, replied, “Well, I suppose 
there ’s a sort of something somewhere”; but it is 
useful (as a preliminary) in connection with other 
arguments. 


2. THE ARGUMENT FROM CAUSE AND EFFECT.— 
The relationship of cause and effect is one of our 
most elementary notions. We know ourselves to be 
able to produce certain effects by the force of our 
will. 

If we look at the natural world around us there 
seems to be a similar process going on—a similar 
relationship of cause and effect. If the sun shines I 
feel warm; if there is a sharp frost I feel cold. 
If I sow mustard and cress it does not come up 
cabbages and geraniums, andsoon. Everything, as 
far aS we can see, seems to be caused by something 
else; and, when we look into the something else, 
we find that too was caused by something before it, 
and this seems to go on indefinitely, because as yet 
we can find nothing in nature that seems to be able 
to cause itself. Further, arguing from analogy with 
ourselves, these effects would seem to be produced 
by an act of will. There is no evidence of will- 
power in the sun which causes us to feel warm, or 
in the soil which causes the seed to grow. There is 
some exercise of our own will in sowing the seed in 
the soil with the intention that it should germinate; 


20 THE CREED OF CHRISTENDOM 


but we are perfectly aware that it is not the action 
of our own will which causes the seed to germinate 
after it has been sown in the ground. Yet it would 
seem probable that the effect is produced by the 
action of a will in some measure like to our own; 
that is to say, by the will of a personal Being. 
This suggests to our minds an idea of a first cause, 
which is the cause of everything else, and which is 
not itself caused by anything else; and, in reaching 
that conclusion, we have arrived at one idea of GOD, 
viz. that He is self-caused or self-existent. This is 
not a complete idea of GOD, but one which gives 
us some notion about Him. This idea underlies the 
mind of the writer of the Book of Exodus, when he 
relates that GOD told Moses to say to the Children 
of Israel that His Name was “I Am ”—“ I Am hath 
sent me unto you,” i.e. “ The self-existent One hath 
sent me unto you.’ This does not exhaust the 
meaning of the phrase “I Am.” It is not, indeed, 
the explanation which is most frequently given; 
but it is one of the ideas included in the title “I 
Am,” as S. Thomas Aquinas points out in his Summa 
Theologica (Part I, Quaest. ii, Art. 3). 


3. THE ARGUMENT FROM DESIGN.—This is one 
of the most useful and most easily understood argu- 
ments for the existenceof GoD. The natural world, 
as far as we are able to observe it, appears to be an 
orderly whole; that is to say, the arrangement of 
this world seems to have been carefully planned, 
and not left to chance. Perhaps you have read 
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Rudyard Kipling’s Just So Stories, explaining how 
the camel got his hump, and how the leopard got 
his spots. But you know that the spotted fur of 
the leopard makes it possible for him to lie hid 
amid the rustling leaves that he may be able gently 
to lay an unseen paw upon your unsuspecting neck 
as you pass beneath; the polar bear has a white 
coat and not a brown one in order that he may not 
be seen against the white background of the Arctic 
Regions. It has taken man a long time to learn 
that, in active warfare, it is wise to wear a khaki 
uniform, and not a scarlet one. But there are other 
more elaborate examples of design in the natural 
world than this, 

You know that in plants a seed is formed by the 
pollen (or fine dust, which clings to the head of the 
stamens of the blossom) being brought to the pistils. 
In some plants the pistils and stamens grow within 
the same blossom, in others they grow within different 
blossoms, and in some cases on different plants. 
In the red clover plant both the stamens and the 
pistils grow in the same blossom ; but the pollen is 
conveyed from the one to the other by the humble- 
bee. Charles Darwin discovered that in a plot 
of clover protected from the visits of bees no clover 
seeds were formed, so that if the humble-bee were 
to become extinct the red clover would likewise 
become so. Humble-bees alone visit the red clover, 
as other bees cannot reach the honey. The bee 
flies over the clover field. He is merely in search 
of honey; he is not, as far as we know, seek- 
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ing to increase the crop of clover. He buries his 
proboscis deep in the flower to extract the honey, 
and his furry head gets covered with pollen. He 
flies to another blossom or moves on the same 
blossom, and some of the pollen on his head gets 
rubbed off into the pistils, and so a seed is formed. 

You may say that it is the nature of the polar 
bear to be white, or that it is the nature of the 
leopard to have spots, and that it is merely a for- 
tunate accident for them that it should be so, and 
that it does not happen designedly ; but it is more 
difficult to maintain that it is the nature of a bee 
to fertilize clover. It is the \nature ‘of the (bee 
to seek for honey, but that this fact should be 
utilized incidentally to produce clover seeds suggests, 
though it does not prove, that there is a higher 
mind acting behind plant life and insect life which 
deliberately planned this action of one upon the 
other. 


4. THE ARGUMENT FROM METAPHYSICS.—Meta- 
physics is the name given to the study of things as 
they are in themselves, not as they appear to be. 
It is the science of thinking things out as far as 
we can, in order to discover what they really are. 
By physical objects we generally understand the 
material objects around us, things which we can 
touch or see. 

Metaphysics as a science implies a passing beyond 
the physical, which may be accomplished with various 
degrees of thoroughness. For example, on a bright 
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sunshiny day the sky appears to us to be blue; but 
the physical scientist assures us that, if we were to 
rise up into space for the number of miles to which 
our range of vision extends, we should not find 
ourselves in a blue environment; the blueness would 
be still beyond us. If we are then led to inquire 
“What zs the sky, anyway ?” “ What zs blueness ?” 
then we are in the realm of metaphysics. We are 
trying to penetrate beyond that which physical 
science can tell us. 

The argument from metaphysics, however, is one 
which can only be fully appreciated by those who 
have made a study of this subject, which perhaps you 
will do some day. S. Anselm was one of its greatest 
exponents. He was Archbishop of Canterbury in 
the reign of William Rufus. His work as archbishop 
in the time of this monarch did not give him much 
time for studying philosophy ; but he had done so 
while he was Abbot of Bec. He stated the argu- 
ment in this form: “ That must exist than which 
nothing higher can be conceived.” This does not 
mean that the conception of any sort of being, e.g. 
a centaur or a unicorn, implies that it must exist, 
but it means that the conception of the most perfect 
Being of all does imply its real existence. Other- 
wise it would lack one necessary element of perfec- 
tion, viz. existence. 

Have you ever read Alzce zn Wonderland? Per- 
haps you may remember in the companion story 
Through the Looking Glass how indignant Alice 
was at the White Knight’s assertion that she had 
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better not wake up the Red King; if she did, she 
would go out like a candle, because, after all, she 
was “only a thing in his dream.” Now youand I can 
certainly conceive in our minds a Being infinitely 
wiser and greater than ourselves, whom we call 
“Gop. If Gop does not exist He is only a thing 
in our dream, and goes out like a candle directly 
we cease dreaming. If He does not exist, He is 
less perfect even than you and me who do exist. 
But our conception of Him was that of a Being 
the most perfect of all beings, not of one less perfect 
than ourselves ; therefore, if this most perfect Being 
that we conceive does not exist, our reasoning 
power contradicts itself; it will be unsafe to trust 
its guidance in any matter; we may as well give 
up thinking altogether. 

Now, of course, we can conceive of beings both 
higher (e.g. angels or the super-man) and lower (e.g: 
Satyrs or the Missing Link) than ourselves. They 
may or may not exist; there is no “must” about 
their existence; but what the metaphysical argument 
asserts is that the Being Who is absolute perfection 
must exist, or our reasoning power is false, and leads 
to nonsense. 


5. THE ARGUMENT FROM CONSCIENCE.—This 
argument is much more easy to understand, and the 
force of it is felt by every one as strongly as the 
design argument, or even more so. The great 
German philosopher, Kant, was prepared to stake 
his whole belief in the existence of GOD on this 
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one argument. It is not easy to define conscience, 
but every one knows the feeling of “oughtness,” 
the feeling “I ought to do this,” or “I ought not to 
do that.” 

We have an instinctive sense of right and wrong, 
i.e. we are moral beings. A moral being is one who 
feels an inward obligation to do what he thinks or 
knows to be right, and not to do what he thinks or 
knows to be wrong. He is one who feels “I ought 
to do my best to find out what is right and what is 
wrong. I ought to act from the best motives, not 
from any desire to be rewarded, nor from any fear 
of being punished. I ought to do right because it is 
right. Ican have real respect for myself when I act 
thus; I cannot help feeling ashamed of myself if 
I do a mean action, even if nobody ever finds it 
out.” We all know that feeling; we can cultivate 
it and develop it, or we can crush it out and nearly 
destroy it; just as we can develop or destroy an 
ear for music, or an eye for beauty, or an eye for 
a good catch, or a straight throw up at cricket. 

Now where did this instinctive feeling come from 
if not from GOD? That is to say, from a Being 
Who is Himself righteous. True, there are people 
who will tell you that this feeling is an acquired 
instinct, the result of the general sense of the com- 
munity as to what is right and wrong; and that 
the community derived this sense of right and 
wrong from practical experience of the conduct 
which proved helpful and of the conduct which 
proved injurious to the community. This, how- 
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ever, makes the words “right and wrong” mean 
the same as “helpful and harmful,” or “expedient 
and inexpedient.” And why should the individual 
prefer the good of the community to his own par- 
ticular good? “Why?” say they; “ because experi- 
ence shows that, in the long run, it is more profitable 
for the individual not to go against the general wel- 
fare.” But, according to this principle, he might go 
counter to the general welfare if he could safely do 
so. Such an account of the origin of the moral sense 
is in reality only a variation of— 
“The good old rule, the simple plan, 


That they should take, who have the power, 
And they should keep, who can.” 


It is the working principle of the bully, not of the 
gentleman. It is the law of the jungle, not of 
humanity. 

Now in any scientific study we first observe all 
the facts within our reach, and then frame a theory 
which will best fit in with all the facts. The same 
process will hold good here. The theory which fits 
in best with all the facts which can be grouped under 
these five heads is the theory of the existence of 
Gop. And when we say the existence of GOD, we 
mean the existence, not of some mechanical imper- 
sonal force which sustains the universe, but of 
a personal Being endowed with a wisdom, will, 
and power, of which our own human intelligence 
and will are but a faint reflection. 
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CHART RR tt 
THE NATURE OF GOD 


LL the arguments of which we spoke in the 
previous chapter are only evidences which man 
could obtain by his own natural powers. When 
a thoughtful person considers the facts, and tries 
to account for them, he finds that the most probable 
account of them is that there is behind them 
some Being more powerful and intelligent than 
any being we know directly, i. that there is a 
Gop. That is the theory which best fits in with 
all five arguments. You might find other theories 
which would account for the facts presented by this 
argument, or by that, but then the difficulty arises 
of making the theory which suits one set of facts 
harmonize with other theories which suit other sets 
of facts, and this is very difficult to do. The best 
theory that fits in with all the observed facts, and 
not merely with some of them, is the theory of the 
existence of GOD. 

But all these evidences from natural religion do 
not tell us very much of the nature of the Being 
whom we call Gop. They do not take us very 
much further than Dr. Figgis’s friend, who said, “I 
suppose there’s a sort of a something somewhere ” ; 
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or, to put it in the language of Matthew Arnold, 
that “there is a certain power, not ourselves, which 
makes for righteousness.” This statement, however, 
takes us a little further than the former, for it 
asserts that the “something somewhere” makes for 
righteousness. But it does not tell us whether this 
power is a personal Being like ourselves, or whether 
it is merely an unconscious force like, for example, 
the force of gravity. 

Now when we come to speak of GOD as a 
personal Being, we come to a difficult idea, yet 
natural religion again suggests this idea to us. 
The old Greek thinker, Xenophanes, was the first to 
attack this idea. He said that “ The lions, if they 
could have pictured a god, would have pictured 
him in fashion like a lion; the horses, like a horse ; 
the oxen, like an ox.” He implied that man 
pictured GOD as a magnified man, with no more 
ground for doing so than a lion would have if he 
could picture GOD as a magnified lion. And there 
are some nowadays who take the same line. “Your 
idea of GOD,” they say, “is anthropomorphic. He 
is really your own invention. Instead of GoD 
creating man in His own image and likeness, what 
has happened is really this, that man has created 
GoD in his own image and likeness; he has merely 
imagined a magnified man, whom he calls his Gop.” 
Anthropomorphism means the ascription of human 
attributes, feelings, or conduct to spiritual beings, 
especially to GOD. 

Now there is one weak point in Xenophanes’ 
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argument, which anybody can see at once, viz. that 
his parallel is only half true. If any creature tries 
to picture a god, he can only picture him as like the 
highest thing of which he has direct experience. 
A lion has direct experience in the order of 
nature of other creatures as high as, or higher 
than, himself; a horse or an ox likewise has direct 
experience of a being higher than himself, viz. man. 
These animals controlled by man would probably 
conceive of a being like man as their god rather 
than any creature of their own or other species. But 
in the order of nature man has no direct experience 
of any being higher than himself; he may meet 
with a stronger man, or a more handsome man, or 
a nobler man, or a cleverer man than himself, yet, 
after all, only a man, a being of the same kind as 
himself, though a better specimen. So that this 
parallel of Xenophanes between man and the animals 
is obviously only half true. 

To a certain extent it is true that our conception 
of GOD is anthropomorphic ; it must be so. All our 
terms and ideas on any subject are derived from our 
own experience. We can never in this life find any 
other way of speaking or thinking. When we speak 
of GOD as a personal Being, we do not mean that the 
personality of GOD is exactly similar to our own, 
though on a larger scale. Yet there are certain 
points in our own nature as personal beings which 
must also exist in the nature of GOD, and so we may 
lawfully speak of GOD as a personal Being, because 
we can find no better terms in which to describe our 
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conception of Him. But no enlightened person 
would ever pretend that these terms are adequate, 
i.e. that they sufficiently express the nature of GOD. 
We only use them because as yet nobody has dis- 
covered any better terms wherewith to express our 
conception of His nature, and our conception of it 
likewise is necessarily inadequate. 

There are at least two ways in which we may 
speak of GOD as personal. In the first place each 
one of us is a being conscious of self, knowing that 
he exists as separate and distinct from all other 
persons and all other objects. GOD certainly cannot 
be less than that. He must be conscious of self, and 
consciousness of self is one element of personality. 

Secondly, each one of us is capable of knowing 
other persons and objects, and of making ourselves 
known to other persons. This power must also 
belong to GOD, or He is less than ourselves, which 
is impossible. 

In these two ways it is quite lawful to apply the 
term “personal” to GOD. But if we ascribe any 
such ideas as motion, effort, or conflict, which we are 
accustomed to associate with human personality, 
then of course we shall be making a great mistake. 
Yet even the lawful use of the term “ personal,” as 
applied to GOD, is still in a sense anthropomorphic, 
We need not be afraid to admit that. We have 
no other method of thinking about Gop, still less 
of expressing our thoughts about Him, except in 
human language, which is based on human experi- 
ence. This way of expressing our thought about 
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GOD is not necessarily untrue on that account, but 
it must be defective and incomplete, just as is a dog’s 
conception of his master, or a child’s knowledge of 
his parents or teachers. And so the Nicene Creed 
begins with the statement :— 

“T believe in one GoD the FATHER Almighty, 
Maker of heaven and earth, and of all things visible 
and invisible.” 

But perhaps you will be inclined to ask, “ Why 
does the Creed say ‘I believe in one GoD’? The 
Greeks and Romans, in fact all nations except the 
Jews, believed in many gods, and they had the 
evidences of natural religion, and there were many 
wise men amongst them.” Yes, that is true; men 
saw how the sun and the rain caused the crops to 
grow; they saw the tremendous power of the sea and 
of the winds, etc., and so they said that these must be 
gods, and they worshipped these immediate causes. 
But the wisest of them, such as Socrates, though 
they conformed to popular usage and talked about 
Zeus, Apollo, Aesculapius, etc., saw that there must 
be some higher unity behind them. And even the 
common people bore a dim but unconscious witness 
to this unity by their address to Zed rdrep, Ju-piter 
(Heaven-Father), who was the father of gods and 
men, i.e. in some sense a First Cause, an essential 
unity. 

As a matter of fact the conception of GOD excludes 
the idea of there being more than one. For, if GOD 
once be recognized as the cause of all beings, and of 
all the qualities of all beings, He must possess in 
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Himself all the perfections of created beings. Or, 
to put it more briefly, He must be absolutely 
perfect; you cannot seriously entertain the idea of 
an imperfect GOD. 

If, then, He is absolutely perfect, i.e. embracing 
all perfection, He must be One. You know the 
axiom, “ Two straight lines cannot enclose a space,” 
i.e. two straight lines cannot at the same time join 
the same two points. If two lines join the same 
two points, either one line is straight and the other 
curved, or both lines are curved. They cannot 
both be straight, for in that case they become 
identical, otherwise you would have more than one 
shortest length between the same two points, which 
is absurd. 

In a similar way, if there were two Gods, either 
one would be perfect and the other imperfect (in 
which case only the perfect one is GOD), or both 
would be imperfect (in which case neither could 
be GoD). If we try to think of two perfect Gods, 
like the two straight lines joining the same two 
points, they are indistinguishable, i.e. identical. 
Therefore GOD, being perfect, must be one; and 
one First Cause, one Prime Mover, is sufficient 
to explain the world. And this is really quite as 
rational as, if not more rational than, any other 
theory of the origin of the universe ; for example, 
the theory that everything is a variation of com- 
pressed hydrogen, but which does not account for 
the origin of hydrogen, or why it should take various 
forms. The great French preacher, Bossuet, was 
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not merely indulging in oratory when he exclaimed, 
“Listen, then, in the secret depths of thy being, 
where the truth speaks to thee, and thou shalt hear, 
‘ There is but one GOD.’ ” 

Now, if GOD be a personal Being, He has the 
power of making Himself known to other persons. 

And if He created such a being as man—a being 
who has the power of inferring from the world 
around him that there is a GOD—is it unlikely that 
Gop should make Himself more fully known to 
man? Evidently man has the capacity for some 
knowledge of Gop. Evidently GoD has the power 
of making Himself known to man. Would it not 
really be much more unlikely that GoD should 
refrain from exercising that power, than that He 
should exercise it? 

But He could not reveal Himself all at once, 
because man was not capable of receiving the revela- 
tion. He could only do so by degrees, as mankind 
developed, and became capable of receiving more 
knowledge about Him, and He has not finished 
teaching us about Himself yet. 

He began by choosing out one nation, the Jews, 
to bea standing witness to the rest of the world to 
the truth that there is only one GoD. He did not 
choose the Jews out of favouritism, or as a reward 
for their peculiar merits, but He chose them to do 
a work for Him. He chose them to be a standing 
witness for Monotheism to the other nations of the 
world. Monotheism means the doctrine that there 
is only one Gop. “ Hear, O Israel, the LORD our 
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Gop is one GoD” * is the watchword of the history 
of Israel. 

Then, as time went on, and men became fitted to 
learn more of the truth about the nature of GOD, 
JESUS CHRIST appeared as Man among men to 
unfold more of the nature of GOD, as He is in 
Himself, a perfect unity indeed, but more than that, 
a Trinity in Unity. 

This is the idea which the Creed then proceeds to 
unfold. Starting from the unity of the Godhead, the 
Creed asserts at length our belief in the Sonship of 
JESUS CHRIST as the only-begotten SON of GOD 
(that is to say, the only SON of the same essential 
nature as GOD the FATHER), not in any lesser Son- 
ship, such as Arius attributed to Him. The Creed 
not only insists on the pre-existence of GOD the 
SON before He came down from heaven, nay more, 
before the universe was made (Arius would have 
admitted this), but it further insists that He is of 
the same nature as the FATHER, GOD out of GOD, 
Light out of Light, True (Very) GOD out of True 
(Very) Gop. In other words, whatever power, what- 
ever wisdom, whatever attribute of Godhead there 
may be in the FATHER, the same is to be found also 
in the SON. This was the issue at stake at the 
Council of Nicaea. Athanasius made it perfectly 
clear that the doctrine of Arius in reality altered 
the entire conception of the nature of GoD. 

And so the first of the Thirty-nine Articles of 
Religion, which you will find at the end of your 

* Deut, vi. 4. 
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Prayer Book, begins with the assertion, ‘There is 
but one living and true GoD, everlasting, without 
body, parts, or passions; of infinite power, wisdom, 
and goodness; the Maker, and Preserver of all 
things both visible and invisible.” 

And then continues-— 

“And in unity of this Godhead there be three 
Persons, of one substance, power, and eternity ; the 
FATHER, the SON, and the HOLY GHOST,” 

This is the distinctively Christian idea of the 
nature of Gop. Neither the Christian belief in 
GOD, nor the Christian idea of GOD, rests on any of 
the arguments from natural religion, although each 
may be supported and reinforced by them. If 
either of these were contradicted by natural religion, 
then there would be some ground for rejecting 
them; but, as a matter of fact, the arguments from 
natural religion fit in with them, like pegs in their 
holes, and so form additional ground for holding 
both the Christian belief in GOD and the Christian 
idea of GOD, 
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CHAPTER III 
GOD, THE CREATOR 


The Fatuer Almighty, 
Maker of heaven and earth, 
And of all things visible and invisible. 


HE Christian belief in the nature of GOD as 

a Trinity in Unity is the result of the revela- 
tion of His nature given by Him through the 
Incarnation of His SON JESUS CHRIST. In order 
to apprehend the idea conveyed by the terms— 
Trinity in Unity—it is more logical to investigate 
first the means by which men arrived at this idea, 
and afterwards to examine the idea itself, which they 
endeavoured to express in these words. We shall 
therefore pass on to consider the Incarnation, i.e. the 
earthly life, death, and resurrection of our LORD JESUS 
CHRIST, and then revert to the doctrine of the nature 
of GOD revealed thereby, as a Trinity in Unity. 

But before doing so, we might as well consider 
the meaning of the phrase, “ the FATHER Almighty, 
Maker of heaven and earth, and of all things visible 
and invisible,’ because the chief misunderstandings 
which centre round these words are independent of 
the doctrine of the Trinity. GOD might still be 
described as the FATHER Almighty, Maker of 
heaven and earth, etc., even if He were a simple 
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unity. He might still be “the Father of gods and 
men,” as the ancient Greeks used to style their chief 
god, Zeus. He might still be the origin of all other 
life, and the maker of all inanimate objects, even 
though He could not be the Father in the distinc- 
tively Christian sense of a fatherhood existing 
within the Godhead apart from all created life. 
Nobody is inclined to quarrel much with the term 
“FATHER” as applied to GOD. 

But the term “Almighty” is still a stumbling- 
block to many, and in spite of repeated explana- 
tions will, I fear, continue to be so, until the transla- 
tion “ Almighty” is replaced by some such term as 
‘“ All-ruling,” both in the Nicene and in the Apostles’ 
Creed. To the average mind the significance of 
“ Almighty ” is “able to do everything.” One would 
have thought that by this time everybody would 
have known that GOD is not able to do every- 
thing, that He cannot do anything which involves 
either a moral or intellectual contradiction. For 
example, GOD cannot lie, for that involves a moral 
contradiction. GOD could make the clock strike 
suddenly, but He could not make it strike less than 
once, if He made it strike at all, because that 
involves an intellectual contradiction. 

Yet during the Great War many people, educated 
as well as uneducated, talked as if the war disproved 
the existence of GOD. “ Why doesn’t GOD stop the 
war?” they asked, and very few people, not even 
Mr. Studdert Kennedy (“ Woodbine Willie”), had 
the courage to reply, “ Because He cannot.” They 
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spoke indeed as if GOD could make two and two 
come to five, or at any rate ought to be able to do 
so. If He could, but would not, then He was very 
unkind; if He could not, then they had no use for 
Him. Yet you cannot have it both ways. If Gop 
made man a moral being and not a machine, a 
being with freedom of will, with power of choice, 
then He cannot contradict Himself and take away 
man’s freedom directly he employs it wrongly. GOD 
cannot make fire burn when you want to cook your 
dinner, and not burn when your house catches’ fire. 
If you ask me why GOD made man with this power 
of choice when so many persons use it wrongfully ? 
was it worth while to incur so great a risk ? and so 
on, I can only reply that I do not know; I can 
only suppose that moral goodness must be a thing 
of infinitely greater value than you or I can conceive 
when GOD ran such risks in order to produce it. 

The word ‘‘ Almighty ” is not a good translation 
of the Greek zavroxpdrwp (pantokrator) or of the 
Latin ‘“Omnipotens.” In the Septuagint (i.e. the 
Greek translation of the Old Testament) the word 
Tavrokpatwp 1s used as an equivalent of MINI¥ mm 
(“the LorD of Hosts.”) <Ad-ruling, though a better 
translation than “ Almighty,” does not give the full 
sense of the word; it means “having supreme might 
over everything.” The ancient Romans used to 
describe one of their gods, Neptune, as “ maris 
potens,’ having power over the sea; Gop, the GoD 
of the Christian, is “ Ommnzpotens.’” He has power 
not only over the sea, but over everything; over 
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each separate thing and over the sum total of things. 
That is the true significance of the word which we 
have translated “Almighty.” It does not mean 
that Gop is able to do everything, but that Gop 
has power over everything. He never loses control 
of anything. He did not lose control of the war. 
The issue of the war ought to convince any 
thoughtful person (who knows the facts) of that. 
Humanly speaking, by all the rules of the game, 
so to speak, the Germans ought to have won the 
war. The Germans had planned everything most 
carefully; they did not leave a stone unturned to 
insure success; on more than one occasion they 
were within an ace of winning; but they did not 
win. So far from the war disproving the existence 
of GOD, it seems to me to be additional evidence 
both for His existence and for His ultimate control 
of everything. That is the true significance of the 
word in the Creed which we have translated “ Al- 
mighty,” viz. having supreme power over everything ; 
but there does not seem to be any way of expressing 
that idea in English by a single word. 

“ Maker of heaven and earth, and of all things 
visible and invisible.” 

These words in the Creed remind us of that which 
the writer of Genesis tells us, viz. that the universe 
and all which it contains had a beginning, and that 
this beginning was from Gop. The early chapters 
of Genesis do not, I think, even profess to give us 
a scientific account of the Creation. The writer 
desires to assert the fact of creation rather than 
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the method. He merely states his conviction that 
the universe is not self-originated, but that GOD 
made the universe, both the material and the 
spiritual world. By the spiritual world is meant 
those angelic beings who were created before the 
stars or the earth or mankind, and who rejoiced 
over the excellence of GOD’S later work.’ 

It is this which we should have in mind when we 
repeat the words “Maker . .. of all things visible 
and invisible,” rather than such things as air, or 
electricity, or the scent of flowers, which all belong 
to the material universe, although they too are 
invisible and are made by GOD. 

Now one characteristic of the working of men’s 
minds in the nineteenth century, and to some extent 
also in this century, is the tendency to think and 
speak of spiritual forces rather than of spiritual 
beings. Men are inclined to regard GOD as an 
impersonal force which makes for righteousness, 
and to think of the holy angels merely as a poetic 
way of describing good impulses. Most people do 
not think very much about the holy angels, or about 
evil spirits. You mention the angels, and they call 
to mind Fra Angelico and his pictures. You speak 
of the devil, and they conjure up some quaint medi- 
aeval conception of a being with horns and a tail, 
and they smile. | 

Yet the records of all religions are full of accounts 
of the intervention of spiritual beings. Can it be 
that all are utterly wrong? 

* Job xxxviii. 7. 
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“My Gop hath sent His angel, and shut the lions 
mouths,” said Daniel of old. ‘ Thinkest thou that 
I cannot pray to My FATHER, and He shall pre- 
sently give me more than twelve legions of angels?” 
said our LORD in Gethsemane. Nevertheless, I fancy 
that there are very few of us whose prayer, if we 
prayed to GoD for help in any bodily or spiritual 
danger, would take the form of asking GOD to 
send an angel or a legion of angels to our aid. 
Of course, there are difficulties in realizing the 
existence of spiritual beings. I would not minimize 
them. Yet, if the Bible be true, many persons, e.g. 
Elijah, Zacharias, the Blessed Virgin Mary, S. Peter, 
and many saints in later ages, claim to have been 
aware of the presence of angels, Why should we 
not believe their testimony ? 

Let us consider for a moment some facts of 
the natural world of the existence of which we have 
no perception. To human beings these are both 
invisible and inaudible, but some other animals can 
hear and see them. How is it that we see and 
hear? Sight is only the effect on the eye of the 
vibrations of the light-bearing ether: similarly in 
the case of sound the drum of the ear records the 
vibrations of the atmosphere. For example, it is 
necessary for about 445 billion (445,000,000,000,000) 
vibrations of the ether to strike the ve¢zxa of the eye 
every second, in order to produce the sensation of 
red; and, as the vibrations become more rapid and 
the light waves shorter, other colours are produced 


till we reach 700 billion (700,000,000,000,000) vibra- 
G 
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tions per second, which causes in our organ of sight 
the effect of violet. Between those two extremes 
lie all the shades of colour which we know. The 
human eye is so constructed as to be affected only 
by vibrations between the limits of 445 billions and 
700 billions per second. It is certain that there are 
vibrations of the ether less in number than 445 
billions, and more in number than 700 billions, and 
therefore other colours besides those we know. In 
other words, there are colours which no human eye 
can see, because our eyes are not capable of being 
affected by them, just as some people are entirely 
colour-blind and cannot see those colours which 
most of us can. 

Further, scientists have studied the eyes of animals 
and insects, and compared them with the human 
eye. An eagle can see farther than man. That 
little insect, the ant, has an eye so constructed as 
to be able to receive more than 700 billion vibrations 
per second, and therefore can see colours beyond 
the violet rays of the spectrum. Probably there are 
magnificent colour visions around us to which we 
are quite insensible, but which the ant can perceive. 
If this be true in the natural sphere, why should not 
something similar be true in the spiritual sphere ? * 


« I have used the term ‘“‘vibration”’ to describe the electri- 
cal and magnetic cycles of the wave length, because it enables 
the ordinary reader to grasp the point of the illustration more 
easily, and the argument is not affected by the accuracy or 
inaccuracy of the scientific terminology. I subjoin this note 
with apologies to Maxwell, Hertz, and Marconi, should they 
or any of their pupils read this book. 
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Or again, take sound. Prof. Tyndall tells us that 
notes above or below a certain pitch are unable to be 
heard by the human ear, even though the air be filled 
with them. Helmholtz says that the human ear cannot 
hear a sound produced by less than 16 vibrations of 
the atmosphere per second, or by more than 38,000 
vibrations per second. (This, if you continually multi- 
ply 16 by 2, gives us a range of about eleven octaves.) 
All these notes, however, cannot be used in music, 
the practical range of musical sounds being between 
40 and 4,000 vibrations per second, that is seven 
octaves. The lowest tone of orchestral instruments 
is the E of the double bass (41% vibrations per 
second); the highest is the D of the piccolo (4752 
vibrations per second), 

But all persons cannot hear all those notes; the 
limits of hearing vary with the individual. Sir John 
Herschel and Dr. Wollaston tell us as the result of 
their experiments that some persons will complain 
of the penetrating shrillness of sound produced by 
a very small organ-pipe which other people do not 
hear at all. Persons pass, as it were, at one step 
from acute hearing to absolute deafness. They 
hear these shrill notes till one is struck beyond their 
limit of hearing; and they would maintain about 
that note that it does not sound at all, while a 
person of yet more acute hearing would perceive it. 
Prof. Tyndall relates how on one occasion, when 
climbing the Alps with a friend, he was absolutely 
deafened by the shrill chirruping of the insects in 
the grass, which his friend did not hear at all. 
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If this be true of material things, why should not 
something similar be true of spiritual things? May 
not the whole world be full of spiritual beings whom 
we do not perceive because our spiritual faculties 
are not sufficiently developed ? May not the whole 
world be full of spiritual voices which we do not 
hear because our souls are not attuned to them? 
Why should we disbelieve the saints who claim to 
have seen many sights, and heard many sounds, of 
which the average man knows nothing? Why 
should we reject the testimony of the saints who 
were specialists in the spiritual sphere, any more 
than that of scientists who are specialists in the 
natural sphere ? 

Still, however that may be, it was the creation of 
the spiritual universe which the compilers of the 
Creed had chiefly in mind when they declared their 
belief in GOD as the Maker of all things invisible. 
Perhaps their spiritual faculties were more highly 
developed than ours, and so they had less difficulty 
in realizing the meaning of the language they 
employed. 

Have you ever read Tennyson’s poem, ‘“ The 
Holy Grail”? Ifso, you will remember how Sir 
Gawain scoffed at Sir Bors and Sir Percivale, who 
claimed to have seen the Holy Grail, and said that 
they must be mad. King Arthur replied— 

‘** Deafer,”’ said the blameless king, 
‘‘Gawain, and blinder unto holy things 


Hope not to make thyself by idle vows, 
Being too blind to have desire to see.” 
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CHAPTER IV 
THE INCARNATION (A) 


And in one Lorp Jesus CurisT, 

The only-begotten Son of Gop, 

Begotten of His FaTHER before all worlds, 

Gop of Gop, Light of Light, Very Gop of Very Gop, 

Begotten, not made, 

Being of one substance with the FATHER, 

By whom all things were made: 

Who for us men, and for our salvation came down from 
heaven, 

And was incarnate by the Hoty Guost of the Virgin Mary, 

And was made man. 


HRISTIANITY is the religion of the Incarna- 

tion. The above is the form in which the 
Orthodox bishops finally asserted their belief in the 
Incarnation. Every word of it is important, though 
at first sight we, who live so many years after the 
events which called forth the Council, may not at 
once perceive their significance. For example— 
“| believe in one GOD” is a very natural beginning 
for the Christian Creed, since most Pagan religions 
taught men to believe in many gods. But why the 
phrase, “ And in ome LORD JESUS CHRIST”? Has 
anybody ever believed in two? Primarily the 
words “one LORD JESUS CHRIST,” like the words 
“one GOD,” are taken from 1 Corinthians viii. 6. 
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Eusebius of Caesarea wanted the Council of Nicaea 
to adopt the Creed of his diocese on the ground 
that every clause was directly based on Holy 
Scripture, and this consideration has always carried 
weight in determining the choice of language in 
which to express the Christian Faith. But the word 
one” in this connection has sometimes prompted 
the question, Has anybody ever believed in two? 

Nobody has ever believed that there was more 
than one JESUS of Nazareth, or that there was more 
than one Logos, or Word of GOD; but some people 
have believed in the union of JESUS with CHRIST, 
rather than in the unity of JESUS CHRIST. 

If we compare the statement of the Incarnation 
given in the second of the Thirty-nine Articles with 
that of the Nicene Creed, it will help us to see the 
reason for the insertion of the word “ one.” 

The first part of this Article runs as follows :— 

“The SON, which is the Word of the FATHER, 
begotten from everlasting of the FATHER, the very 
and eternal Gop, and of one substance with the 
FATHER, took Man’s nature in the womb of the 
blessed Virgin, of her substance: so that-two whole 
and perfect Natures, that is to say, the Godhead and 
Manhood, were joined together in one Person. . . .” 
This asserts that in JESUS CHRIST there were 
two perfect natures joined together in one person, 
so that He was very, ie. true GOD and true Man. 
In the early Church there were some minds to 
whom this seemed so incredible that although they 
did not deny the Incarnation they interpreted it in 


« 
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a false way which emptied it of its true meaning. 
These people are generally termed Docetists, from 
the Greek Soxijous, which means a seeming or an 
appearance, and they taught that our LoRD only 
assumed the semblance of a human body, so that 
He seemed to be man, but was not truly man. 

Others taught a rather different doctrine, viz. that 
the “ Word” was united with the Man JEsus of 
Nazareth at His Baptism, and left Him before the 
Crucifixion, so that only the Man JESUS was cruci- 
fied. Their idea was of two persons joined together 
for a time, not the union of two natures in one 
person. Cerinthus, who lived in S. John’s days, was 
the name of one of these false teachers. I dare say 
you have heard the story of how S. John went to 
one of the public baths one day, and hearing that 
Cerinthus was there, exclaimed to his companions, 
“Let us fly, lest the roof should fall on us, for 
Cerinthus, the enemy of the truth, is within.” I 
suppose that people nowadays would call that very 
intolerant, but a great deal of what is called toler- 
ance to-day is not really so much tolerance of error 
as indifference to truth. 

But before going into the exact significance of 
each word, it is necessary that we should have a 
general grasp of what we mean when we speak of 
the Incarnation, and of the grounds upon which this 
belief is based. 

That GOD should become Man seems to some 
people hard of belief; but, if GOD were going to 
reveal more of Himself and His nature to mankind, 
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it was not an unreasonable way of doing so, pro- 
vided that it was possible for the nature of GOD and 
the nature of man to be united in one person, or in 
other words, provided that human nature would not 
thereby be absorbed into the divine. 

But is it possible for two natures, the nature of 
Gop and the nature of man, to be joined together in 
one person? Is not the very notion of their union 
merely the outcome of an anthropomorphic ten- 
dency? This reflection would have weight if we 
had any evidence to show that human nature is 
inherently antagonistic to the divine. There is 
another way of stating the case. May it not be 
that human nature is theomorphic, that man is made 
in the image of GOD, as the writer of Genesis says? 
If so, the difficulty then merely becomes that of the 
greater accommodating itself to the less. 

To some minds this difficulty seems too great to 
be bridged over. Yet to Socrates this supposed 
incongruity between human and divine nature was 
by no means self-evident. He spoke one day to 
his disciples of the over-ruling Providence, of the 
Deity which saw and heard everything and took care 
of all creatures, and said that the more we honoured 
and revered the supreme Being, the more we should 
feel and recognize this. He then alluded to a simile 
in the poems of Homer, in which he likens divine 
Providence to a mother who with gentle and unseen 
hand fans away the flies from her sleeping child. 
One of his disciples, Kritias, sneered at this com- 
parison as being ignoble and common. Socrates 
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replied, “Do you not feel, Kritias, how nearly 
related the human in its simplicity is to the divine ; 
and how the former must raise us to the latter?” 
Later on when Socrates was sentenced to death by 
the malice of Kritias, and condemned to drink the 
poison, hemlock, Kritias taunted him with his former 
remark, which evidently rankled in his mind, and 
said, “ Well, Socrates, will the gods even now pro- 
tect you from the flies ?”’ But Socrates smiled, and 
said with gentle sarcasm, “The gods, Kritias, lead 
me to my rest after my day’s work is done, and 
I shall now be freed from the flies.” 

Now Socrates was a heathen, but an observant 
heathen, and to him human nature, unspoilt in its 
simple condition, seemed not so far removed from 
the divine as human nature in the somewhat 
unlovely condition in which it was exhibited in 
his persecutors. 

You will find that most of the sages of the world 
have dreamed of an incarnation as the only means 
of securing that fresh start for humanity which was 
needed to restore it to its unspoilt condition. How 
it had become spoilt they did not know, but they 
were conscious that it was so, for they could per- 
ceive that, among all created beings, man alone was 
not fulfilling the true law of his being. Now the 
fact that all the wisest heathen yearned for an 
incarnation as the only hope for mankind does not 
indeed prove that it took place; but it does tend to 
show that such an event is not inherently impossible. 

A wise man was once asked by a doubter, “ Does 

H 
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it seem credible that GOD, whose majesty you assert 
fills the universe, should have spoken with human 
lips and dwelt as man among men?” In reply, the 
teacher led his questioner to a large and to a small 
mirror in turn. “In each mirror,” said he, “ your 
body is reduced to correspond with the size of the 
glass. Should the same thing be impossible to 
Gop ?” 

If this idea be not inherently impossible the 
question still remains, has it or has it not occurred 
as an actual event in the world’s history? The 
disciples of our LORD were convinced that it had, 
and the conviction was the result of their experi- 
ence. “That which we have seen and heard and 
our hands have handled touching the Word of Life 
(for the Life was manifested and we have seen It). 
that which we have seen and heard we declare unto 
you, that ye may also have fellowship with us: and 
truly our fellowship is with the FATHER, and with 
His SON JESUS CHRIST” +* was the whole force of 
their message to the world. The more they con- 
siderec their experience of the human life of CHRIST, 
the firmer grew their conviction that in it they had, 
and still continued to have, fellowship with Gop; and 
their desire was to bring other men into this same 
fellowship. And the experience of those who have 
accepted their testimony and followed their guidance 
is that by so doing they too have fellowship with 
Gop. It may be, as some say, an honest delusion ; 
but if it be a delusion it is very hard to explain it, 

* 1S. Johni. rt. 
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for it has been, and still is, a powerful motive of 
conduct in a considerable proportion of mankind; 
and it is very difficult to account for its persistence 
unless it is based on truth. 

What, then, were the grounds upon which the 
disciples came to believe in our LORD’S divine 
nature? What was the origin of the conviction 
which S. John so confidently asserts—“ the Word 
was made flesh and dwelt among us”? Was their 
conclusion justifiable ? 


First of all, they were drawn to Him by His 
personal influence. He had all that makes up a 
striking personal character. He came claiming to 
be the Messiah, exhibiting a magnificent spiritual 
personality and remarkable power of discernment 
of men’s characters and motives. “He knew what 
was in man,” both what men wanted and what they 
were fit for. But a striking personal character does 
not in itself prove much; for striking personalities 
such as Charlemagne, the Borgias, Oliver Cromwell, 
Napoleon, and many others have appeared in his- 
tory from time to time. All these possessed the 
power both of attracting and retaining man’s devo- 
tion and loyalty and the faculty of gauging men’s 
character; but the Borgias, at any rate, can hardly 
be characterized as good and holy, let alone divine. 

Secondly, “He taught as one having authority, 
and not as the scribes.’* He was no seeker after 
truth, like Buddha and Socrates and Confucius. 

* S. Matt. vil. 29. 
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There is never the smallest misgiving or doubt as 
to whether His utterances may or may not be true. 
He always speaks quite positively and directly, 
whether the question be one of moral or intellectual 
matters. Other teachers sought for truth, He alone 
claims to be the Truth. This is particularly the 
case in moral questions. The disciples found CHRIST 
claiming a supreme moral authority; not beginning 
His announcements like the prophets of old—‘“Thus 
saith the LORD,” but appealing to no one but Him- 


self, e.g. “It was said to them of old time. . ., but 
f say unto you...,” again and again “Verily, 
verily, J say unto you... .’ CHRIST gives no 


authority beyond Himself; He is the fount of moral 
authority, and so from the spirit of loyalty to a 
leader, whereby S. Peter, S. James, and S. John 
forsook all and followed Him,: the disciples imper- 
ceptibly advance to a recognition that His words 
are the words of eternal life, and that He is at any 
rate the Holy One of GoD.’ 

Thirdly, along with the supreme moral authority 
comes the claim to exercise divine authority. He 
does not draw attention to it, but exercises it quite 
naturally and instinctively—*“Son, thy sins be for- 
given thee,” “ He that heareth My word hath ever- 
lasting life,” “The Son of Man is LORD also of the 
Sabbath Day.” The Pharisees seemed more quick 
to perceive this implicit claim to Godhead than 
the disciples themselves, as is shown by their resent- 
ment of it, and quite possibly this emphasized it, 

* S. Cuke v. 11. 2 S. John vi. 68, 69 (R.V.). 


—— 
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and impressed it upon the more humble Galilean 
fishermen. Take, for example, their clear statement 
of the grounds for their opposition. “For a good 
work we stone Thee not; but for blasphemy; because 
Thou, being a man, makest Thyself GoD”;: or their 
instant comment on His words to the sick of the 
palsy, “ He blasphemeth: who can forgive sins but 
one, even Gop.” ? 

Fourthly, there is a complete absence of any defect 
in Him. There is not with Him, as with good men, 
any fear of falling into sin or of failing in an emer- 
gency. There is no trace in Him of any feeling 
akin to that of the Old Testament prophets—“ Woe 
is me, for I am a man of unclean lips.”3 If there 
had been, there might have been some point in the 
Pharisees’ charge of blasphemy. Our LORD Him- 
self reminds them of this fact— Which of you con- 
victeth Me of sin?”+ If you could point to any 
flaw whatever in My character, you might have 
some grounds for calling Me a liar, “but if I say 
the truth, why do you not believe Me?” 

The dilemma, “ Aut Deus, aut homo non bonus” 
(He was either GoD or He was not a good man), 
is one from which it is impossible to escape. The 
more you consider the claim of CHRIST, the worse 
it appears if the claim be not true. CHRIST’S claim, 
just because it is the most spiritual, is the claim that 
is most blasphemous unless justified by Godhead. 

- But it was not evident all at once to the disciples 


x S. John x. 33. 2 S. Mark ii. 7 (R.v.). 
3 Isa. vi. 5. 4 S. John viii. 46 (R.v.). 
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that the Son of Man was also the SON of Gop. It 
gradually dawned upon their consciousness during 
their continuous association with Him. It was on 
these grounds—the authority of His words and 
works—that the disciples primarily arrived at the 
conclusion voiced by S. Peter, “Thou art the 
CHRIST, the SON of the living Gop.” This con- 
viction was, indeed, rudely shaken by the Cruci- 
fixion, but was renewed with intensely increased 
force when they became assured of the reality of 
His Resurrection and victory over death. 
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CHAPTER TV 
THE INCARNATION (B) 


Who for us men, and for our salvation came down from 
heaven, 

And was incarnate by the Hoty Guosrt of the Virgin Mary, 

And was made man, 

And was crucified also for us under Pontius Pilate. 


HE doctrine of the Incarnation was the out- 

come of the experience of our LORD’S first 
disciples. It was easier for them to declare what 
their own eyes had seen, and their own hands had 
handled, touching the Word of Life, than for later 
generations to take up their record, and to reaffirm 
it deliberately in face of the criticism to which many 
thoughtful heathen subjected it. 

In those days there was no lack of interest in 
religion. The legends of the gods of Olympus 
might be outworn, and no longer receive the assent 
of either the educated or the uneducated; but, for 
all that, the religious instinct was not dead. On 
the contrary, it was still strong; but men sought for 
a religion which would satisfy their intellects as 
well as their sentiment. They were not sure that 
the Christian Creed did this. Who was this “one 
Jesus, Who was dead, whom Paul (and all the 
Christian Church) affirmed to be alive?” * If He 


* Acts xxv. 19. 
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was Divine, then there must be two gods. If He 
was not Divine, how did His worship differ from 
the ordinary worship of dead heroes to be found 
in all religions ? 

It was in face of such questions as these that 
Arius arose about A.D. 318. He was a priest-in- 
charge of the Church of Baucalis, a district of 
Alexandria. He had been a pupil of the greatest 
critical scholar of the time, Lucian of Antioch, 
and was a man of considerable learning. But his 
abilities lay rather in the direction of literature 
than of philosophy. As a philosopher he was 
really rather a shallow person, who prided himself 
upon “common sense in religion.” He was by no 
means of the same mental calibre as Athanasius, 
He meant well. His aim was not to lower the 
Person of CHRIST or to refuse Him worship, but to 
defend that worship from the charge of involving 
more than one GOD, 

And so he formed his theory of the Person of 
CHRIST, which made it easier for the heathen 
philosopher to accept the Christian Faith; for it 
seemed to preserve the doctrine of the unity of 
GOD better than the ordinary way of stating the 
Christian belief. According to his theory the 
CHRIST was indeed higher than all created beings, 
but He was practically a created Being, although 
Arius employed the term Begotten; Begotten 
indeed before all worlds, but not equal with the 
FATHER, nor co-eternal with the FATHER. How 
could a son be co-equal or co-eternal with his 
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father? A father must be prior in time to his 
son; there must have been a time when the son 
did not exist. So Arius was wont to argue. But 
if so, the son must belong to the temporal, not to 
the eternal order. 

One sometimes feels that part of Arius’s error 
was due to his being unable to free himself wholly 
from the very inadequate conception of eternity, 
as being merely unending time—time without begin- 
ning or ending. Of course in one sense the con- 
ception of eternity is beyond the grasp of any one 
of us; but whereas some of us are aware that it is 
beyond our grasp, and that we can at best only have 
a dim notion of it, Arius seemed not to recognize 
his limitations, and to be constantly relapsing into 
the notion of eternity as extended time. Conse- 
quently he went on cheerfully arguing from it, and 
pressing his argument from earthly sonship, as if 
heavenly sonship were of exactly the same nature 
as earthly sonship. 

He had the habit too (a habit not entirely un- 
known in these days) of relying upon single “ proof- 
texts,” eg. “The FATHER is greater than I,” and 
ignoring other passages, e.g. “I and My FATHER 
are one,” which did not fit in with his theory. His 
great opponent—Athanasius—frequently complains 
of this habit of his. 

Now the wording of the Nicene Creed is so 
arranged as to take up the phrases used by Arius 
and to go beyond them, to carry them beyond the 
point at which Arius stopped short. Much of 

I 
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Arius’s phraseology was correct as far as it went. 
Arius would have said that he believed in one LORD 
JESUS CHRIST, Who was the only-begotten SON of 
GoD; not an adopted SON, but truly a Son; that 
He was begotten of His FATHER before all worlds, 
whether the world of men or the angelic world. 
Arius would have admitted that CHRIST was GOD 
out of Gop, Light out of Light; he would have 
hesitated a little over Zrue GOD out of True GOD 
(“ Very” is old English for “ True,” just as “ Verily ” 
is old English for “ Truly”). ‘“ Begotten, not made.” 
Arius possibly might have agreed to add the words 
“not made,” but he would have interpreted them to 
mean “not made in the same way as the angels and 
the material universe were made”; but when it 
came to the words “ Being of one substance with 
the FATHER,” there Arius refused assent. “ Being 
of one substance with the FATHER ” means “ Being 
of the same essential nature as the FATHER.” This, 
he would have said, is against common sense, for 
the idea of sonship implies beginning and inferiority : 
a SON of GoD is neither eternal, nor equal to the 
FATHER. 

No “minutes,” as we should call them nowa- 
days, were kept at the meetings of the Council 
of Nicaea; but the great difficulty was to find 
words which would state the Christian Faith in 
such a way that they were not liable to be mis- 
interpreted. The basis of the discussion was the 
Creed in use in the Church of Caesarea, Euse- 
bius, the historian, was Bishop of Caesarea, and 
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was a great friend of the Emperor Constantine. 
He was not a very clear thinker, but he had 
suffered imprisonment for the Christian Faith in 
the days of persecution, and was therefore entitled 
to respect. 

Dr. Gwatkin thinks that he held a sort of inter- 
mediate position doctrinally regarding CHRIST ; not, 
indeed, as a creature, but as a kind of secondary 
Gop derived from the will of the FATHER. Perhaps 
this is not quite fair to Eusebius; there are a 
good many people whose belief is quite sound, 
although the language in which they try to express 
it is not. 

He desired to fall back on some older Creed to 
which they could all agree; and laid before the 
Council the Creed of his own Church, Caesarea. 
This was couched in Scriptural, rather than philo- 
sophic, terminology, eg. “the Firstborn of all 
Creation” was one title accorded to our LORD. 
That was a phrase which the Arians would have 
accepted quite willingly: first of all, because it was 
Scriptural; and secondly, because it does not of 
necessity mean more than that He existed before 
other things were made. 

These defects were pointed out, and the bishops 
set to work to remedy them. Many desired to 
keep to Scriptural terminology, but it was found 
that the meaning of Scripture phrases could not 
be defined without going outside Scripture for 
words to define it. In the end the Nicene Creed 
was drawn up as follows (which is not, of course, 
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exactly the same form as now stands in the Prayer 

Book) :— 

We believe in one GOD, the FATHER Almighty, 

Maker of all things, both visible and invisible, 

And in one LORD JESUS CHRIST, the SON of Gop, 

Begotten of the FATHER, (an) only-begotten, that is, 
from the essence of the FATHER, 

Gop from GOD, 

Light from Light, 

True Gop from true GOD, 

Begotten not made, 

Being of one essence (homoousion) with the FATHER, 

By whom all things were made, 

Both the things in heaven and the things in earth, 

Who for us men and for our salvation came down 
and was made flesh, 

Was made man, suffered and rose the third day, 

Ascended into heaven 

And cometh to judge quick and dead, 

And in the HOLY SPIRIT. 


And to this was added the following condemna- 
tion of errors :-— 


“But those who say that— 


‘There was (a time) when He was not,’ and 
‘Before He was begotten, He was not,’ and 
‘He was made of things that were not,’ 
Or maintain that the SON of GOD is of a different 
substance or essence, or created, or subject to 
change or alteration, these doth the Catholick and 
Apostolick Church anathematize.” 
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Nearly all present at the Council of Nicaea signed 
this Creed ; but it did not put an end to the Arian 
controversy, which cannot indeed be said to have 
ended, for it reappears from time to time, though 
presented in a different way. Nicenes and Arians 
went on for some time as parties within the Church, 
and the Nicene position did not finally triumph until 
long after the Council of Chalcedon, in A.D. 451, 
when the Creed, which we call the Nicene Creed, 
took its present shape. 

“And was crucified also for us under Pontius 
Pilate. He suffered and was buried,” 

Crucifixion was a Roman, and not a Jewish, form 
of punishment; it was an extremely cruel method 
of execution, because prisoners frequently hung 
upon the cross for two or even three days before 
death brought an end to their anguish. The fact 
that our LORD died within six hours rendered His 
bodily suffering less than that of many another. 
Owing to the subjugation of the Jews by the 
Romans, the former no longer had power to sen- 
tence any one to death, and so they had to procure 
our LORD’S condemnation by Pilate. In order to 
do this, they resorted in their malice to an unworthy 
stratagem. You will remember that the charge 
which was brought against our LORD before the 
Sanhedrin was that of blasphemy, of speaking evil 
against GOD and the Temple; and on this charge 
they gave their judgement—“ He is guilty of death.” 
But, because the Roman law would take no account 
of such an offence as blasphemy, they accused Him 
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before Pilate of rebellion and treason by deliber- 
ately twisting our LORD’S words about the tribute 
money.' They knew that their charge was false, 
and when Pilate too saw that it was false, they 
terrorized him into giving sentence as they required, 
by suggesting that, with a little dexterity, they 
could manufacture a charge of treason against him, 
if he released CHRIST, quite as easily as they had 
done against our LORD: “If thou let this Man go, 
thou art not Caesar’s friend.” ? 

Our LORD was truly Man, and therefore truly 
suffered both in body and soul. Often in His life He 
was cold and tired and hungry, and had nowhere to 
lay His head. Besides this there were the physical 
sufferings which He endured before He was cruci- 
fied: He was mocked, and struck both by Herod’s 
and Pilate’s soldiers; He was crowned with thorns ; 
He was scourged, and finally sank beneath the 
weight of the Cross which He had to carry to the 
place of His crucifixion. There can be no doubt as 
to the reality of His physical sufferings, for the 
Roman soldiers pressed Simon of Cyrene into the 
service to help carry the Cross. The common 
soldier of that day was not a person of great com- 
passion and refinement, any more than the hooligan 
is to-day, in whatever class of life you may find 
him. The Roman soldiers would not have done 
this unless it had been necessary. 

But more important than the sufferings of His 
Body were the sufferings of His soul, so that 

* cf. S. Luke xxiii. 2; xx. 24, 25. 2 S. John xix. 12. 
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S. Augustine could write, “The very soul of His 
sufferings was the suffering of His soul.” In the 
Garden of Gethsemane He bore such pain of mind 
that it caused an intense bodily sweat. S. Luke’s 
description suggests, though it does not actually 
state, that our LORD’S agony of mind caused His 
Body to sweat blood—a physical condition which is 
known to medical science, and generally as the 
result of anticipatory dread, though it is of extremely 
rare occurrence. I suppose the average human 
mind is incapable of anticipating the future so 
vividly as to produce so violent an effect upon the 
body. 

It is the sufferings of the Passion to which the 
Creed chiefly refers, and not to the hardships of His 
earthly life; but it is not always recognized that the 
chief of these sufferings was the agony in Gethse- 
mane (which was the surrender of His human will) 
and the dereliction on the Cross at the moment 
when He cried, “ My Gop, My Gob, why hast Thou 
forsaken Me?” These were mental, not bodily 
sufferings. But most people seem to dwell more 
upon His bodily pain, perhaps because this is the 
kind of suffering with which they are most familiar. 
Intense mental suffering is comparatively rare. 
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CHAPTER VI 
THE INCARNATION (C) 


Who... came down from heaven, ... suffered and was 
buried (for us men and for our salvation). 


HE Apostles’ Creed inserts the word “dead ” 

between the words “crucified” and “ buried.” 
Of course the word “ buried,” which the Nicene 
Creed uses alone,implies that our LORD was “dead,” 
although it does not directly assert the fact; the 
second of the Thirty-nine Articles goes even farther, 
and affirms that CHRIST ¢ruly suffered, was crucified, 
dead, and buried. And in these days the direct 
assertion that our LORD was truly dead is of dis- 
tinct value as counteracting the “trance theory,” 
which you may still hear propounded by Agnostic 
lecturers in Hyde Park, and which has been revived 
recently in a book entitled Kervzth. The supporters 
of this theory maintain that our LORD did not really 
die, that He was only in a trance, and that after He 
had been taken down from the Cross He revived 
out of His fainting fit, and only the grave clothes 
were laid in the grave, where S. Peter and S, John 
found them on Easter morning; or that His Body 
was indeed laid in the grave, but was removed 
a few hours later on the same evening, after which 
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He came out of His trance. This theory will hardly 
hold good. When the soldiers came to see if the 
three prisoners were dead they found the two thieves 
still alive, so they broke their legs to make them 
die quickly. When they came to our LorD, He 
was already dead, but evidently they were surprised 
at this fact, and, in order to make sure, one of the 
soldiers took a spear and thrust it through His 
(right) side, in a slanting direction upwards towards 
the heart. If He had not been dead, this at any 
rate would have killed Him. It has been argued 
that since blood will not flow from a corpse, and 
that as S. John says there flowed out blood and 
water, this shows that CHRIST could not have been 
really dead, but the reverse is really the case. A 
doctor* who has studied the cause of death in our 
LoRD very thoughtfully, has come to the conclusion 
that rupture of the heart was the cause of death. 
The function of the heart is to be like a sort of 
pump which keeps the blood circulating through the 
body. Consequently the heart is never empty of 
blood. When His heart was ruptured, the blood in 
it would have run out into the pericardium, which is 
a membranous bag enclosing the heart, and formed 
a little pool there. Blood is composed of red 
corpuscles and a white serum, as you know when 
you blister your hand in rowing. These two con- 
stituents of the blood would have separated whilst 
they were standing in this stagnant pool. When 


1 Dr. Stroud, endorsed by Sir Alexander Simpson in an 
article in the Expositor, Oct., 1911. See Appendix i. 
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the soldier thrust his spear through this mem- 
branous bag, the double contents of this pool would 
have flowed out, and looked like blood and water 
flowing frotn His side. If S. Luke had been there 
he, perhaps, being a doctor, might have styled it 
serum instead of water. But S. John was present, 
and not S. Luke, and S. John therefore has given us 
a popular and not a scientific description of what 
occurred ; but it is fatal to the trance theory. 

As a rule the bodies of those who were crucified 
were flung into a common grave. In all countries 
it is considered an indignity to be left unburied, and 
it was particularly so among the Jews. Two secret 
disciples of our LORD—-Nicodemus and Joseph of 
Arimathea—asked Pilate’s leave to bury Him in 
Joseph’s garden. Pilate consented, and was evi- 
dently very glad to do so, as he felt very uncomfort- 
able over the whole proceedings. Because the next 
day was the Sabbath, our LoRbD’s Body was hastily 
embalmed and laid in the grave, and a great stone 
was rolled to the door of the tomb. 

The next day the Pharisees, who had apparently 
noted all that was done, went to Pilate and asked 
that the sepulchre might be sealed and a guard of 
soldiers set around it until the third day, lest His 
disciples should steal the corpse and pretend that 
CHRIST had risen again, as they remembered His 
prediction to that effect. It is worthy of note how 
the Pharisees apparently took more careful note of 
our LORD’S words than His disciples, just as they 
were quick to recognize the implied claim of Godhead. 
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This may have been because they were of better 
education, or it may be merely an instance of the 
perversity of human nature, which is ever more keen 
on criticism and fault-finding. 

The important point for us to notice is that all 
the events recorded are of such a nature as to render 
them extremely difficult obstacles to overcome for 
any one who desired to deny the Resurrection; and 
if it be urged, on the other hand, that the accounts 
in the Gospel are not true records, but were later 
forgeries composed for this very purpose, then the 
writers of the four Gospels must have been men of 
such conspicuous literary power that it is asad pity 
that their other works have perished. To take one 
example alone—Pilate’s remark “ Ye have a watch: 
go your way, make it as sure as ye can,’* is an 
instance of tragic irony worthy of Sophocles at his 
best. If the story be not true the insertion of that 
little dramatic touch, “make it as sure as you can,” 
will of itself be sufficient to place the writer in 
the front rank of literary artists. 

But the Nicene Creed states, not merely the fact 
that the SON of GOD came down from heaven and 
was made Man, that He suffered, died, was buried 
and rose again, but further declares that He did all 
this “for us men, and for our salvation.” 

It has been held by some learned theologians that 
the Incarnation would have taken place even if man 
had not sinned; that the Incarnation was part of 
GOD’S original design ; that the SON of GOD would 

* S. Matt. xxvii. 65. 
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have come down from heaven and been made Man 
for us men even if no salvation of us men from sin 
had been needed. There would, indeed, have been 
no Passion, the circumstances of the Incarnation 
would have been different ; but they contend that 
the Incarnation was part of GOD’S original design 
in order to bring mankind into the closest possible 
relationship with GoD. 

In the Middle Ages Duns Scotus was the prin- 
cipal exponent of this theory, and in modern times 
the late Bishop Westcott, who was a Professor of 
Divinity at Cambridge before he became Bishop of 
Durham, 

S. Thomas Aquinas, who lived about the same 
period as Duns Scotus, supported the opposite view, 
viz, that but for the Fall there would have been 
no Incarnation. This is the view which is enshrined 
in the Roman Missal in one of the services for Easter 
Eve—‘“ This is the night,” says the preface in a fine 
dramatic piece of writing, “ This is the night in 
which CHRIST broke the chains of death, and 
ascended conqueror from hell. For it availed us 
nothing to be born, unless it had availed us to 
be redeemed. ... O needed sin of Adam, which 
the death of CHRIST has blotted out! O happy 
fault, which required such a Redeemer!” 

But whichever view may be correct, it is per- 
haps not very profitable to speculate about what 
might have happened if something else had not 
happened. 

The Creed states that the Incarnation, the earthly 
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life, the death, and burial of our LORD were for us 
men and for our salvation; or, in the words of 
Article II, that the object of all our Lornb’s work 
was to reconcile His FATHER to us, and to be a 
sacrifice, not only for original guilt, but also for 
all actual sins of men. This leads us to what is 
known as the doctrine of the Atonement, a doctrine 
difficult to grasp, and about which there has been, 
and still is, much misconception; and which, again, 
human language is inadequate to express. 

In the New Testament CHRIST’S Crucifixion is 
referred to under three terms :—(1) Reconciliation, 
(2) Propitiation, (3) Ransom. Each one of the 
terms presents some aspect of CHRIST’S work, but 
no single one of them gives an adequate account 
of what is meant by the Atonement. The subject 
is too vast for man’s mind; we can only look at 
the various aspects, and from them try to gain a 
notion of the whole, which shall not be erroneous, 
though of necessity incomplete. 

Of these three terms Keconciliation is perhaps 
the simplest, so we will begin with that. 

I. It is a Reconctlatzon by which an estranged 
and alienated race is won back to the all-pitying 
FATHER, Who had never ceased to love man, and 
Who would devise means so that His banished 
ones might not be expelled from Him.’ Sin separ- 
ates from GOD; there is no need to enlarge on that 
fact. Every one knows the inward desire to lie 
quiet, to keep out of the way, when he is con- 


D2 Samy xvi T 4. 
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scious of wrongdoing. CHRIST’S death, by its self- 
sacrificing love, broke down the barrier which sin 
creates between GOD and man. Obedience is the 
test of love; so CHRIST became obedient up to the 
point of death, even the death of the Cross.* That 
is the highest point to which obedience can be 
carried. His death on the Cross was the culminat- 
ing point in a life of perfect obedience, which is 
a life of perfect love. 

People sometimes say that they cannot see that 
CHRIST’S sufferings were so very great, that persons 
who die a lingering death, e.g. from cancer, often 
suffer much greater pain; but such a remark betrays 
an entire misconception of the value of CHRIST’S 
sufferings. His sufferings and death upon the Cross 
were only the instruments, not the cause, of our 
salvation. In themselves they were of no value 
at all; they are only of value as being the outward 
and visible sign of the inward and spiritual grace 
of obedience. Man had become alienated from GOD 
by disobedience, CHRIST came to reconcile man to 
GoD by living, as man, a life of perfect obedience. 
He came, as Athanasius teaches, to restore the 
pattern of true humanity in its true attitude towards 
GOD, the attitude of filial obedience. It was this 
which redeemed the world; the Incarnation and 
the Kesurrection, as well as the Passion, form part 
of the reconciling work of CHRIST. His suffering 
life and His Crucifixion were merely the chief 
means by which He exhibited His perfect obedi- 

t Phil. ii. 8 (R.v.). 


AS EXPRESSED IN THE NICENE CREED 7I 


ence (i.e. His perfect love) to the FATHER to the 
fullest possible extent. 

2. Propitiation. When we speak of propitiating 
a person, we mean making some attempt to render 
a person who has become estranged from us gracious 
and favourable tous. But when we speak of CHRIST 
as being the propitiation for our sins, we do not 
mean that His death upon the Cross was a sacrifice 
to appease an angry GOD. As a matter of fact, in 
the New Testament CHRIST is not spoken of as 
propitiating Gop the FATHER, but as_propitiating 
sins. The late Bishop Westcott, in his Commentary 
on the Epistles of S. John, writes as follows: “The 
Scriptural conception of tAdoKxecOa. (to propitiate) 
is not that of appeasing one who is angry with a 
personal feeling against the offender, but of altering 
the character of that which . . . occasions a neces- 
sary alienation, and interposes an obstacle to fellow- 
ship. . . . There is a propitiation in the matter of 
the sin or of the sinner. The love of GOD is the 
same throughout, but He cannot by virtue of His 
very nature welcome the impenitent and the sinful; 
and more than this He ‘cannot’ treat sin as if it 
were not sin.” 

Perhaps we shall best arrive at the meaning of this 
note of Bishop Westcott by examining the earliest 
notions of propitiation. When in primitive times 
the heathen offered a sacrifice to propitiate his god, 
it was generally because he regarded his divinity as 
a vindictive being, very jealous of the honour due 
to him. The god, or fetish, was looked upon as 
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malicious and spiteful, ready to resent any fancied 
neglect or slight, and to take vengeance by visiting 
with plagues and diseases the family or the cattle 
of the offender. 

Later on, in a nobler creed, GOD is supposed not 
to be cruel for the love of cruelty, but anxious 
to “keep man in his proper place,’ so to speak. 
Among the Greeks the most dangerous sin was - 
presumption (tBpis). The successful:man must not 
be too successful, lest he should provoke the gods 
to humiliate him. This is in reality only a more 
refined form of the earlier spirit; for GOD is still 
jealous towards man and must be conciliated by 
offerings, the costlier the better. 

Now there is one view of the propitiation wrought 
by CHRIST which at root resembles, though it is 
indeed higher than these. It is, unfortunately, wide- 
spread among professing Christians in England. It 
does contain an element of truth, but it has caused 
many to reject the Christian Faith altogether. 
According to this view, sin has not only shut us out 
from GOD (so far it is true), but it has rendered 
GOD our enemy, ready to punish us in vengeance, 
because we have sinned. It is a nobler idea than 
that of the heathen, because GOD is regarded as 
a righteous judge, Who inflicts punishment, not from 
love of cruelty, but because it is deserved. Man has 
sinned, therefore man must be punished. GoD the 
SON, out of compassion for mankind, voluntarily 
became Man, and by His death upon the Cross bore 
the punishment due to the sins of mankind. GoD 
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the FATHER was propitiated by the death of CHRIST, 
because the principle of justice was thereby vindi- 
cated, and so He was able to forgive, or rather to 
release from the consequences of their sins, all sinners 
who were willing to accept CHRIST’S work, and to 
acknowledge Him thankfully as their sudstztute. 

I have tried to state this view as temperately as 
possible, because it has been held by some really 
devout and good men, but it has caused many to 
revolt entirely from the Christian Faith. They have 
summed up this view in a crude form, which has 
practically amounted to this—that GOD so hated the 
world for its wickedness that He was determined to 
destroy it, but that He was induced (almost bribed) 
to accept the death of the innocent JESUS upon the 
Cross instead of the punishment due to sinners, and 
so will let off those (sinners) who believe in JESUS 
CHRIST from the punishment due to their sins. 
This may not be what the framers of this theory 
intended to teach, but it is the impression conveyed 
to their hearers as the net result of their teaching.* 

It is not wonderful that men should have rebelled 
against this, and said (1) that crucifixion is not 
specially the punishment due to sin; and (2) that 
if it were, it would be immoral and unjust to accept 
the punishment of a totally innocent person instead 
of the guilty, even if he were willing to endure it in 


« If any one doubts this, there is a little book to be found 
in many railway waiting rooms, entitled The Traveller's Guide, 
published by W. Partridge & Co., which has reached its 
580th thousand. Pages 26, 38, 47, 83, 86, 204, 207, 223, 
will afford abundant confirmation. 
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their place. But such a view of the Atonement, 
though it does contain a fragment of truth, is not 
what is meant in the New Testament when CHRIST 
is spoken of as the propitiation for our sins; it is 
not even what is meant in the Old Testament by 
the word “propitiation.” There the word means 
properly ‘a covering.” The sacrifice is a propitia- 
tion for the sin, because it covers it and hides it 
away. It is not said to propitiate GOD, because 
He is all the time loving and anxious to help. 
GoD always loved the world, loved it so much that 
He gave His only-begotten SON. 

Yet, on the other hand, it is quite true that there 
is such a thing as the wrath of Gop. The popular 
notion that after all, whether we do right or wrong, 
in the end it will all come right for everybody some- 
how is very far from true. There is such a thing as 
righteous anger. Even we sinners can feel it. There 
are deeds of treachery and cruelty which rouse our 
indignation, even though we ourselves have not suf- 
fered from them. We are apt to hate the doers of 
such deeds. GOD hates the deeds, but He does not 
hate the doers. They are His children; He desires 
to bring them to a better frame of mind. If punish- 
ment will help them to learn better, He will inflict it. 
His children, so far as they are sinful, are separated 
from Him; but the change which is necessary to 
restore them to fellowship must take place, not in 
GOD, but in them. 

A modern writer* has expressed this very 

* The Bishop of Chichester, The Mystery of the Cross, p. 91. 
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clearly :—“ There must be a real change in the 
relations between GOD and man, and to effect this 
there must be a change in ¢he heart of man; but the 
change in GOD is not a real change in His mind or 
will, but only in the way He bears Himself towards 
man. While man was impenitent GOD was bound 
by His very nature to show Himself displeased ; 
when man is penitent, GOD welcomes his return. 
GOD is both righteous and merciful. Yet men have 
sometimes spoken as if all the change that the 
Atonement wrought were on GOD’S side; as if men’s 
hearts remained much the same, but the offended 
dignity of GOD was propitiated by the painful death 
of His SON. It is far more true to state just the 
opposite.” 

How did the Cross of CHRIST make the difference ? 
In the Cross we have the most complete manifesta- 
tion of what sin is and does. Sin is opposition to 
GOD, and to all that is God-like and good. There- 
fore it takes the SON of GOD and puts Him to death, 
just because He is good, because His earthly life was 
a standing rebuke to the ways of men. CHRIST 
accepted the situation. He allowed sin to do its 
worst. The Cross reveals the nature of sin. Sin can 
now be “covered,” because in the light of the Cross 
there is no danger of our forgetting its reality. 
Further, CHRIST as Man, by His acceptance of 
death, acknowledged the justice of GOD’S attitude 
towards sin. He was not guilty in Himself, of 
course; but He had made Himself one with the 
guilty. He stood over on our side of the gulf 
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between GOD and man. He approached GOD as our 
representative, as ready to die, because we deserved 
to die. He suffered for us, but He was not punished 
for us. And lastly (as we said in speaking about 
Reconciliation), as Man He offered to GoD the life 
of perfect obedience which is due to GOD from man. 

And so He is the propitiation for our sins: He 
made a great act of penitence, a great act of repara- 
tion, for us all, but it will only avail us in so far as 
we identify ourselves with it. S. Clement of Rome, 
who lived in the first century, writes, “ Let us look 
to the Blood of CHRIST, and see how precious it is 
to our GOD and FATHER—the Blood which, poured 
out for our salvation, recovered for the world the 
grace of repentance.’ Some day you will learn more 
about the true meaning of propitiation, but I trust 
that you will never have to uwuzlearn that which I 
have tried to express here. 

3. Ransom. Our LORD’S death is a ransom by 
which sinful men are brought out of bondage into 
liberty. 

There is only one passage in the New Testament 
where our LORD’S laying down His life is spoken 
of as a ransom, and where the Greek word translated 
“for” means “instead of »—‘“ The Son of Man came 
not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to 
give His life a ransom for many.”* In all other 
places the Greek word translated “for” means 
“on behalf of,” just as in the Antarctic Expedition 
Captain Oates laid down his life on behalf of his 

* S. Mark x. 45; S. Matt. xx. 28. 
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friends, not instead of them; or as many a man in 
the Great War laid down his life on behalf of his 
country. This is the only passage where the Greek 
for “instead of” is used (Avrpov dyzi roddGv). Yet, 
strange to say, this one verse has been the chief 
basis of the view of the Atonement sketched on 
PP. 72, 73. 

To us nowadays the word “ransom” means a 
sum of money paid to redeem or set free a slave or 
a prisoner of war. I am not sure that it would have 
conveyed this idea to the Jews of our LORD’S time. 
To the Jew the typical redemption was the deliver- 
ance of the Israelites from their bondage in Egypt. 
“To ransom” or “to redeem” meant “to rescue,” 
“to deliver at the cost of a mighty effort.” There 
was certainly no question of paying any price to 
Pharaoh. - Consequently all arguments over the 
question—“ To whom was the price paid ? Was it to 
GOD the FATHER, as a satisfaction of outraged 
justice? But if so, then He was not a FATHER, 
but a vindictive god. Was it paid to the devil? 
If so, why? For he had no right to hold man 
captive ’"—and so forth—all such discussions are 
needless. 

Perhaps the best clue to the meaning of the 
statement that our LORD gave His life a ransom for 
many is to be found in Isaiah Ixiii. 7~9g—*“I will 
mention the lovingkindnesses of the LORD, and 
the praises of the LORD, according to all that the 
LORD hath bestowed on us, and the great goodness 
towards the house of Israel. . .. For He said, 
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Surely they are My people, children that will not 
lie: so He was their Saviour. In all their affliction 
He was afflicted, and the angel of His presence 
saved them: in His loveandin His pity He redeemed 
them; and He bare them, and carried them all the 
days of old.” 

Of the three words, “ Reconciliation,” “ Propitia- 
tion,’ and “ Ransom,” the first is perhaps the least 
misleading to the modern mind; but in speaking of 
“ Reconciliation” we should remember always to 
speak of reconciling man to GOD, rather than of 
reconciling GOD to man. It is the modern meaning 
of the terms “ Propitiation” and ‘ Ransom” which 
caused the framers of the “Substitution” theory of 
the Atonement to go astray. 

There is this element of truth in that theory, viz. : 
that on the Cross CHRIST made a great act of 
penitence and act of reparation for mankind, but 
He made them, not as a substitute for, but as the 
representative of, mankind, or rather the human vace 
as identified with CurisT made them. You have 
heard people speak of “ the solidarity of the human 
vace.” Perhaps the meaning of that phrase will 
be made clearer by comparing it with the solidarity 
of a nation. In the Great War the German nation 
Owes reparation for the injury done to the Belgian 
nation. Most of the Belgians who suffered the 
injury, and of the Germans who committed the 
injury, are dead, yet it is easy to see that it is 
possible for the German nation to make reparation 
to the Belgian nation. Perhaps this illustration 
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will help you to see how we can speak of the human 
race as “identified with CHRIST.” 

All that is involved in the Atonement wrought by 
CHRIST is a theme too vast for us to comprehend in 
this life ; but most of the one-sided views about it 
have come from separating CHRIST’S work /or us, 
from CHRIST’S work zz us. The third verse of the 
hymn of our childhood, “ There is a green hill far 
away, contains a true theology. 

“He died that we might be forgiven, 
He died to make us good.” 

There you have both these ideas combined. “He 
died” not that we might be released from the con- 
sequences of our sins, but that we might “ recover 
the grace of repentance,’ that we might repudiate 
sin as being no part of our true selves, and that 
starting from that repentance we might further be 
rendered “good,” i.e. created beings fulfilling the 
end for which they were created, towards whom 
GOD could exhibit the love which He always bore 
them. CHRIST died in order that goodness might 
be not only tmputed, but zmparted to us, and so He 
broke down “the middle wall of partition,” the 
barrier of sin, which was the obstacle to the true 
relationship between GOD and man. 
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CHAPTER 


THE DESCENT OF CHRIST'S 
HUMAN SOUL INTO HELL 


F we compare the Nicene Creed with the Apos- 

tles’ Creed, besides the omission of the word 
“dead,” we find also that the Nicene Creed contains 
no mention of CHRIST’S descent into hell. The one 
phrase in the Nicene Creed, “was buried,” covers by 
implication the two facts explicitly stated in the 
Apostles’ Creed—(a@) that life was extinct in the 
Body of CHRIST, and (6) that His soul descended 
into hell. 

This clause in the Apostles’ Creed, “ He descended 
into hell,” controverts the false teaching of Apollin- 
_aris, who arose after Arius. Apollinaris, in his 
anxiety to establish the truth of our LORD’S divinity, 
reacted too far in the opposite direction, and so 
impaired the true Manhood of CHRIST. He adopted 
a system of psychology in which man is regarded 
as composed of three parts—body, soul, and spirit. 
S. Paul is sometimes claimed as an adherent of 
this Tripartite school, because in one or two 
places he makes use of the phrase “body, soul, 
and spirit” as expressing the entire nature of man. 
Whether this claim can be justified is perhaps 
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doubtful; nevertheless the Tripartite theory is 
a recognized system of psychology, though not the 
only one possible. Apollinaris taught that in the 
person of JESUS of Nazareth, the word or wisdom 
of GOD took the place of the human spirit. Ac- 
cording to such a theory CHRIST would not be 
perfect Man, for He would possess two parts of man’s 
nature only; He would be merely (capxoddpos eds) 
a ‘“‘flesh-bearing GOD”; something in the way that 
we might say that a snail is a shell-bearing slug. 

The first thing which this clause teaches us is. 
that CHRIST’S human nature was perfect. He was 
not only perfect GOD, but perfect Man, of a reason- 
able soul and human flesh subsisting. ‘This “reason- 
able soul” descended into Hades or Sheol, the unseen 
world. Hades is not to be understood literally as a 
place underneath the earth, although this metaphor is 
used in Holy Scripture. But the separation of soul 
and body disintegrates man’s nature, and so may 
fitly be described as a descent, an entering upon a 
lower condition of existence, for the body is the 
soul’s means of self-expression. To be without 
a body is to be without the means of self-expres- 
sion." 

Of the life after death we know comparatively 
little; more, however, has been revealed upon the 
subject than people sometimes suppose, and it is 
therefore worth while to study both that which may 
be said to be directly revealed in Holy Scripture, 
and also those inferences from Holy Scripture which 


* cf. chap. ix, pp. 108, 109. 
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have been made by scholars, and which have re- 
ceived general assent as being probably, if not 
certainly, true. 

It is a little confusing that in English the same 
word “hell” is used to translate two distinct Greek 
words—Hades and Gehenna. In the Revised 
Version of the New Testament this confusion has 
been avoided, but to the ordinary mind the word 
“hell” suggests “The Gehenna of fire,” “the place 
prepared for the devil and his angels.” With this 
meaning of the term “hell” we are not now con- 
cerned, although the significance of that phrase is 
worthy of study. Hell in this clause is the equivalent 
of ‘“‘ Hades” ("Acdys), the unseen world, which is quite 
real, though unseen. 

We will first look at some passages of Holy 
Scripture which show what was the opinion of Old 
Testament writers of the condition of the dead in 
their time, i.e. before the Incarnation. And as these 
writers are held to be inspired, that is to say, writers 
who thought and wrote under the influence of the 
Spirit of GOD, yet limited by their human person- 
ality, we may take their opinion to correspond 
more or less accurately with the actual facts. 

It is worth while also to recall the opinions of 
the noblest minds of the pagan world, of poets like 
Homer and Virgil, of philosophers like Socrates and 
Plato, and the writers of the Hindu Vedas, and to 
compare their thoughts with those of the Jewish 
writers. GOD never left Himself without witness 
in the world. The Jewish prophets are not the only 
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prophets of Gop. A prophet is a forthteller, not 
a foreteller merely—he is one who has a message 
from Gob. In all nations, past and present, GOD 
chooses men of noble mind to interpret His will, to 
be His spokesmen to their fellow men. Perhaps we 
do not always remember this when we sing the 
words of the Benedzctus, “As He spake by the 
mouth of His holy prophets, which have been since 
the world began,’ not “since the Jewish nation 
began.” Very likely Zacharias was not conscious of 
the full force of his words when he uttered them; 
but often and often a prophet has uttered words of 
far wider import than he realized. The Jewish 
prophets were the most conscious of their inspira- 
tion, and so we will begin with them, but we must 
not imagine that divine inspiration was limited to 
them and to them only. 

Now, in Isaiah xiv. 4-11, there is a picture of 
Sheol or Hades. Isaiah describes the death of the 
King of Babylon, and the entrance of his soul into 
Sheol, the relief the other kingdoms of the world 
felt at his death, and the dismay of the souls of 
those whom he had conquered at the entrance of 
his soul among them, followed by their wonder when 
they discover that he is reduced to their level. The 
passage runs as follows:— 

‘“‘ How hath the oppressor ceased! the golden ity 
eeased hiss si) 

“The whole earth is at rest, and is quiet: they 
break forth into singing. 

“Yea, the fir-trees rejoice at thee, and the cedars 
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of Lebanon, saying, Since thou art laid down, no 
feller is come up against us. 

“Hell from beneath is moved for thee to meet 
thee at thy coming: it stirreth up the dead for 
thee, even all the chief ones of the earth; it hath 
raised up from their thrones all the kings of the 
nations. 

“ All they shall speak and say unto thee, Art 
thou also become weak as we? art thou become like 
unto us? 

“Thy pomp is brought down to the grave, and 
the noise of thy viols: the worm is spread under 
thee, and the worms cover thee.” 

Now the point worthy of notice here and in other 
similar passages of the Old Testament is this. There 
is no trace in any of them of any distinction between 
the place and condition of the good and of the bad. 
Conqueror and conquered, oppressor and oppressed, 
weak and strong, good and bad, are all alike con- 
ceived of as being in the same state—there is no 
separation between them. 

Yet there is reason in this similarity of condition, 
for in the one important point they were all alike; 
they were all unredeemed, they were all unreconciled 
to GOD. That is one reason why the Old Testament 
saints shrank from death in a manner that forms so 
marked a contrast to the attitude of Christian saints 
and martyrs, who welcomed, almost courted, death, 
and desired to “depart and be with CHRIST, which 
is far better.’ For example, David prays against 
death: “ Save me for Thy loving kindness sake, for 
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in death there is no remembrance of Thee. In 
Sheol who shall give Thee thanks?”* Sheol or 
Hades appeared to him a time of dreariness ; 
besides, the last words show that he was not sure 
whether after death he would still be in covenant 
with Gop. 

So, too, the writer of the Book of Job: “Cease 
then, and let me alone, that I may take comfort 
a little, before I go whence I shall not return, even 
to the land of darkness and of the shadow of death; 
a land of thick darkness, as darkness itself; a land of 
the shadow of death, without any order, and where 
the light is as darkness.”* Or again, take the prayer 
of Hezekiah, in Isaiah xxxviii. 16: “ Recover Thou 
me;and make me to) live; .....; For: Sheol \cannot 
praise Thee, death cannot celebrate Thee. 

“They that go down into the pit cannot hope for 
Thy truth. 

“The living, the living, he shall praise Thee, as 
I do this day.” 

And you can find many like instances. These 
men, good men, continually prayed that their life 
might be prolonged on earth. 

Light is thrown upon the Old Testament view 
by the account of Saul’s visit to the witch of Endor, 
given in I Samuel xxviii. 7. She calls up the soul 
of Samuel from the Shades, and Saul converses 
with him. Samuel asks “ Why hast thou disquieted 
me to bring me up?” Saul tells him of his war with 
the Philistines and the impending battle. Samuel 

* Ps. vi. 5 (R.V.). 2 Job x. 20-22 (R.V.). 
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foretells his defeat, and the death of both Saul and 
his sons; and, in so doing, makes use of these words, 
“To-morrow shalt thou and thy sons be wth me.” 

Now we do not want to pass judgement upon 
Saul, but at first sight it does come as a sort of 
shock to one’s moral sense to think that Saul, who 
had thrown away such great opportunities, and 
finally committed suicide in a somewhat cowardly 
fashion, should immediately after his death be in 
the same condition with the holy prophet. But so it 
is: in Old Testament times all, both good and bad, 
are conceived of as in like condition at death, 
though a different future is in store for them, but 
that future was not yet won. 

Now, if we turn to the Far East to the ancient 
teachers of Asia, or if we turn to ancient Greece and 
Rome, we find everywhere something more than 
a hope of a life beyond the grave. Of course, there 
were many who did not believe that the soul sur- 
vived bodily death, though all would, I think, have 
admitted that it was possible; but the great majority 
believed in a future life. It did not, perhaps, quite 
amount to an article of faith, but was held more 
as a probable opinion. Nevertheless, the great 
teachers of both East and West agree in teaching 
that the soul could survive the body, and probably 
did; that its life after death was in a measure 
influenced by its life on earth; that there were in 
the lower world rewards and punishments; that a 
just judge determined the fate of each soul; that 
some souls were purified by suffering and then 
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rewarded, while others were left in apparently 
perpetual woe. © 

Homer probably represents the popular belief of 
ancient Greece before the rise of philosophy. He 
portrays the soul as being a sort of attenuated 
essence that escapes from the body at death. When 
the spear is withdrawn from the hero’s death-wound 
his soul follows it and escapes to the Shades beneath. 
There it pursues a kind of shadowy, dreamy repeti- 
tion of its life on earth. But the soul without the’ 
body, that is to say, without the means of self-expres- 
sion, is reduced to a helpless and pitiable condition. 
Further, the Homeric poems suppose that great 
offenders are doomed to perpetual fruitless toil, and 
the torment of unsatisfied desires. Those who have 
wilfully defied Almighty Zeus are kept in Tartarus, 
a fearful prison-house with iron gates and brazen 
floor. The heroes pass to the islands of the blest. 
The whole idea of Hades resembles the idea in the 
Book of Job, a land of darkness and desolation, 
where the light is as darkness. 

In Plato we find a doctrine that is not far from 
the Christian Faith, though it differs in one impor- 
tant particular. Plato taught the immortality of 
the soul, but regarded the body as a hindrance to 
perfection, a prison-house of the soul; but he 1s 
quite clear that the soul survives the body, is akin 
to the divine, and desires to escape from the tram- 
mels of the body and to find its true home with 
GOD. 

In the sixth book of the Aemezd Virgil describes 
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the descent of Aeneas into Hades under the guid- 
ance of the Sibyl. He is not allowed to enter 
Tartarus, because no one that is holy may cross 
the threshold of the wicked ; but the Sibyl describes 
the punishments inflicted on the criminal souls 
within. When Aeneas reaches the “Isles of the 
Blest,’ he meets Anchises, who teaches him the 
meaning of all he sees, and propounds a philosophy 
not unlike that of Hinduism; a doctrine of a world 
soul, the source of all life, an essence from which 
human souls spring; the soul is stained by its in- 
dwelling in the human body, and those stains are 
not removed by death, but must be expiated by 
suffering, before the soul can be purified and reach 
the islands of the blest. 

But not only in the writings of poets and philo- 
sophers can we find evidences of a belief in a future 
life, and of the nature of that life. The funeral 
customs and epitaphs of ancient Greece and Rome 
also bear witness to current beliefs. For example, 
the confident hope that the relationships of earth 
would be renewed hereafter is expressed in the 
epitaph on the tomb of a slave whom his master 
had buried as a freeman; the slave hopes for long 
life and freedom from care for his generous master, 
and says that when his master joins him in Hades 
he will find him ready still to be his faithful slave. 

The absence of the sunlight is constantly dwelt 
upon in all these Greek epitaphs. To the joyous 
Greek to be deprived of sunlight was to lose the 
brightness of life itself. We cannot now enter 
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into this in more detail, but there is a wonderful 
correspondence between these ideas and those ex- 
pressed in the Old Testament, which is of value 
as confirming them as being rough approximations 
to the truth. 

But there is another idea peculiar to the Jews, 
as being the chosen people of GOD, as being in 
covenant with GoD, to which, of course, we find 
no corresponding notion among the world-prophets. 
The Old Testament saints and heroes shrank from 
death because they were not sure whether they 
would still be within the covenant after death. It 
you read Deuteronomy xxviii carefully you will 
notice that the covenant never alluded to anything 
beyond this life. The blessings on obedience to 
the covenant were all to do with earthly things: 
“ Blessed shalt thou be in thy basket and thy 
store. ...’ Increase of children, flocks, cattle, etc., 
peace and prosperity in this life, are promised as 
the reward of obedience. Similarly, plague, pesti- 
lence, famine, defeat in battle, carrying away captive, 
etc., are the punishments for disobedience, in each 
case they are all matters relating to this life; not 
a word is said about the life beyond the grave. 
Therefore these Old Testament saints prayed for 
length of days, because while they were alive they 
were in covenant with Gop. But they were not 
sure whether the covenant held good after death 
or not. 

The writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews points 
out the difference between the two covenants. The 
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Old Testament saints in Sheol were in the same lot 
with the wicked. They were happier than the wicked, 
because they had the testimony of a good conscience, 
but they were still under Satan’s dominion. We 
read in chap. ii. 14, 15, ‘‘ Forasmuch then as the 
children are partakers of flesh and blood, He also 
Himself likewise partook of the same; that through 
death He might destroy him that had the power of 
death, that is, the devil; and deliver them who 
through fear of death were all their lifetime subject 
to bondage.” 

In other words, the object of the Incarnation, the 
object with which the SON of GOD took flesh and 
blood, i.e. human nature, was that by means of death 
He might bring to nought the devil, and deliver 
those who were his captives. The Old Testament 
saints were nevertheless the devil’s captives; and 
in chap. xi. 13-40 he writes: “These all died in 
faith, not having received the promises, but having 
seen them afar off.” And after enumerating these 
heroes of faith he concludes: “These all, having 
had witness borne to them through their faith, 
received not the promise (i.e. the Gospel promise), 
GoD having provided some better thing concerning 
us, that apart from us they should not be made 
perfect.” 

They had to wait for CHRIST to come. CHRIST 
descended into Sheol to do three things—(1) To 
preach; (2) to set free ; (3) to regenerate. 

1. To preach—to bring the glad tidings, as we read 
in 1 S. Peter iv.6: “For this cause was the Gospel 
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preached also to them that are dead, that they might 
be judged according to men in the flesh, but live 
according to GOD in the spirit.” CHRIST brought 
to those who had lived before the Incarnation the 
glad tidings of His life of perfect obedience as Man, 
and offered them a share in the fruit of His work. | 

2. To set free—to deliver those who through fear 
of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage. 
The great change that CHRIST made in Sheol was 
that He now became LORD of the dead, as S. Paul 
says in Romans xiv. 9: “ For to this end CHRIST 
died . . . that He might be LORD both of the dead 
and the living.” Before this the devil was “lord of 
the dead.”* Now CHRIST is LORD of the dead, as 
He said to S. John: “Iam Alpha and Omega, the 
first and the last . . . and I (no longer the devil, 
but I) have the keys of death and of Hades.” ? 

3. To regenerate.—Having thus attained the Lord- 
ship of the dead, He imparted to all those who would 
receive His gift the fruits of the Passion, the forgive- 
ness of sins, and the “ birth from above ””—the new 
life. So S. Paul says in Ephesians iv. 8 that He led 
captivity captive and gave gifts unto men, and in 
Colossians ii. 15 that He spoiled the principalities 
and powers (i.e. of darkness) boldly triumphing over 
them. 

The chief import of CHRIST’S descent into hell is 
the change it made in the state of the departed, for 
He dispossessed the devil and Himself became LORD 
of the dead. And so S. Paul could write of his 
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strong desire to depart and be with CHRIST, which 
is far better; and many another saint and martyr 
has faced death not merely with courage but with 
cheerful expectation. 

Thus Archbishop Laud said on the scaffold: 
‘LORD, I am coming as fast as I can; I know that 
I must pass through the valley of the shadow of 
death before I can come to Thee; but thanks be to 
GOD, it is but wmbraculum mortis, a little darkness 
upon nature; for Thou, LORD, of Thy goodness hast 
broken the jaws and power of death.” 

So too S. Francis, the little poor man of Assisi, 
when he lay dying called his brethren around him, 
and they sang once more S. Francis’ hymn of praise, 
the Song of the Sun, and S. Francis composed 
another verse calling upon “our sister Death” to join 
in praising GOD, ‘ Then,” says the old chronicler, 
“he recited the 142nd Psalm, and when he had 
uttered the words (v. 6) ‘I cried unto Thee, O LORD, 
and said, Thou art my hope and my portion in the 
land of the living,’ he died very joyfully, and that 
same CHRIST JESUS whom he had made his hope in 
this land of the shadow of death became his portion 
in the true land of the living.” 
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CHAPTER Wil 
THE RESURRECTION OF CHRIST 


And the third day He rose again according to the 
Scriptures. 


HIS clause of the Creed is not to be interpreted 

cynically as meaning that it is only according 
to the Scriptures, but not according to the truth, 
that CHRIST rose again on the third day, though 
some have essayed to do this. 

But as the Scriptures which the bishops at 
Nicaea had in mind were the Old Testament rather 
than the New Testament Scriptures, and by this 
phrase, “according to the Scriptures,’* they intended 
to signify “in fulfilment of prophecy” rather than 
“as is recorded in the Gospels,” this remark, though 
undoubtedly smart, betrays a lack of knowledge of 
the history of the period. 

You remember how the Risen LORD appeared to 
two disciples on Easter Day and accompanied them 
to Emmaus, and on the road, in answer to their 
bewilderment as to the course 'which events had 
taken at Jerusalem, “ Beginning at Moses and all 
the prophets, He expounded unto them in all the 
Scriptures the things concerning Himself.” ? 
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But, however much any one may desire to distort 
the meaning of the words of the Creed, it is hardly 
possible to evade the parallel statement of the fact 
of the Resurrection given in Article IV, viz.: 
“CHRIST did truly rise again from death, and took 
again His Body, with flesh, bones, and all things 
appertaining to the perfection of Man’s nature.” 

There are two questions which this statement 
provokes: (1) What is the evidence upon which we 
assert that CHRIST did truly rise again from death? 
and (2) What was (and is) the nature of the Body 
which He took after His Resurrection ? 

In this chapter we will consider the first of these 
questions, viz.: the evidence for the fact of the 
Resurrection. 

We are sometimes apt to forget that, although the 
four Gospels are placed first in the New Testament, 
they were not the first to be written. They are 
placed first because they are of first importance, 
but there are other Christian writings earlier than 
any of the four Gospels. 

Nearly all S. Paul’s Epistles were written before 
the story of the Gospel was committed to writing. 
The story was well known, but it was told to con- 
verts by word of mouth; portions of the Gospel 
story may have been written down, and the Evange- 
lists may have made use of these in compiling their 
narrative, but S. Paul’s Epistles are of earlier date 
than any of the four Gospels as we know them. 

S. Paul’s two Epistles to the Corinthians, his 
Epistle to the Romans, and the Epistle to the 
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Galatians were all written between A.D. 52 and A.D. 
60; and these four Epistles alone give abundant 
evidence that the Resurrection of CHRIST was part 
of the general Christian belief, or even more than 
part of it. S. Paul, in 1 Corinthians xv. 17, asserts 
that it was the very core and kernel and centre of 
the Christian Faith; that supposing this article of 
the Faith were not true, it would destroy the whole. 

This same chapter also bears witness to the fact 
that this doctrine was one that presented difficulties 
to the educated hearer; it corroborates the story of 
the Acts which shows that to the Greek philosophers 
such a doctrine appeared foolishness. This is ex- 
plicitly stated in 1 Corinthians i. 23, and in Acts 
Xvii. 32, and is implied in 1 Corinthians xv. 35. 
Festus, indeed, with surprising insight, went to the 
root of the matter when he told Agrippa that the 
crucial point of the dispute between S. Paul and the 
Jews was concerning ‘one JESUS, Who was dead, 
whom Paul affirmed to be alive.” + 

No sensible person can dispute the fact that the 
Apostles and their early converts were firmly con- 
vinced that JESUS, Who was crucified, did truly 
arise from the dead. Whether they were right or 
wrong in this conviction is another matter; but 
the fact that they did so believe, and that they 
endured hardships, imprisonment, and death rather 
than abandon that belief, is a fact beyond dispute. 
What was the evidence which had produced so 
strong an impression upon their minds ? 
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The argument for the truth of the Resurrection, 
like the argument for the existence of GOD, is a 
cumulative argument. It consists of many pieces of 
evidence, the word of witnesses, circumstantial 
evidence, and so forth, each of which would be 
insufficient by itself to establish the fact, but all of 
which, taken together, really do form, as Acts i. 3 
says, “infallible proofs” of the fact which, although 
we profess it with our lips, most of us find so hard 
to realize, viz. that this “one JESUS” (as Festus 
contemptuously styled Him), Who was indeed truly 
dead, is, as S. Paul affirms, truly alive. 

The fact that the accounts of the appearance of 
the Risen LORD as recorded in the four Gospels 
contain discrepancies is not, as some _ suppose, 
evidence that they are untrue. On the contrary, it is 
rather evidence of their truth. If half a dozen people 
describe a railway accident, or a football match, you 
will always find differences in their accounts of the 
matter. Each will have witnessed it from a different 
point of view, and will have noticed different details, 
and the memory of each will not be equally accur- 
ate ; this is so well known that in a court of law, 
if all the witnesses tell exactly the same tale, it is 
regarded not as a mark of indubitable truth, but of 
collusion. When you have different narratives of 
the same event, discrepancy in detail confirms rather 
than weakens the truth of the narrative as a whole. 

Now there are ten appearances of our Risen 
LorRD recorded in the Gospels, and there is a further 
account of His appearance to S. Paul on his journey 
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to Damascus in Acts ix. I-9. Various attempts 
have been made to discredit the evidence of the 
witnesses, apart from the question of discrepancies 
in the narrative to which we have just alluded. 
Perhaps the one which carries most weight ‘at the 
present day is the theory that the witnesses, although 
honestly convinced of the truth of their story, were 
the victims of subjective hallucination, that is to say, 
that they merely fancied they saw the events they 
describe. For example, some will urge that it was 
merely one of Joseph of Arimathea’s gardeners 
whom S. Mary Magdalene saw, and that her heated 
imagination saw in him some resemblance to our 
LORD; that the so-called appearance was merely due 
to the overstrained nerves of an hysterical woman: 
but we have to remember that some of the appear- 
ances were to two disciples, seven disciples, eleven 
disciples, and one to above five hundred persons, and 
this certainly militates against the theory of self- 
hypnotism, or auto-suggestion, or whatever you like 
to call it. 

Hypnotism is undoubtedly a power, but it is one 
that is limited in range; although you may hypno- 
tize a single person into seeing what is not there, it 
is more difficult to hypnotize half a dozen or a dozen 
persons into seeing the same scene, if it does not 
actually exist; and it would probably be beyond 
the ability of any hypnotist to exercise his power 
upon as many as five hundred. Some of the famous 
Indian jugglers’ tricks are supposed to be really 
nothing more than the juggler hypnotizing his 
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audience ; and I have been told by residents in 
India that there are some tricks which the juggler 
will not perform unless his audience is limited to 
about ten persons. But there is another difficulty 
about the hypnotic theory, namely, who was it that 
did the hypnotizing? And, if the reply be made 
that the imagined appearance was the result of 
self-hypnotism, then it is very improbable that 
seven persons, e.g. as recorded in S. John xxi, 
should have hypnotized themselves into seeing the 
same thing. The theory is almost as incredible 
as the event for which it is supposed to account. 

In those cases where the appearance was to a 
single individual, it is no doubt possible to attempt 
to discredit the narrative of this witness or of that 
on the ground that those who saw, or honestly 
thought that they saw, the LORD risen to life, were 
in reality the subjects of an hallucination. 

But even so there are some difficulties, especially 
in the case of S. Paul. S. Paul (or Saul, as his name 
was originally) was not a disciple of our LORD who 
mourned His loss and earnestly desired to see Him 
again. On the contrary, he was the open and 
avowed enemy of those who were. He was seek- 
ing to oppose and persecute them in every possible 
way. The wish was not father to the thought in his 
case at any rate. 

You may argue that, as his mind was full of the 
subject, almost obsessed by it, he would be in the 
mental condition which is peculiarly liable to hallue 
cinations. But it is certainly unusual in such cir- 
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cumstances for the hallucination to reverse all the 
previous ideas of the one who is subject to it, and 
not only to reverse all his ideas, but to produce so 
strong an effect as to reverse completely his whole 
course of action, and to maintain this reversal of 
conduct throughout the rest of his career, in face of 
scourgings, imprisonments, and death. 

And we must remember that S. Paul did not 
instantly upon his conversion start forth to proclaim 
it to the world; he retired for three years into 
Arabia: so that the hallucination, if it was hallu- 
cination, had plenty of time to fade away. It did 
not do so, but apparently grew stronger. Doubtless 
the theory is possible, even in his case, but is it 
likely ? “Why should it be thought a thing incred- 
ible with you, that Gop should raise the dead?” : 
was his own question concerning it. 

Undoubtedly there are difficulties in believing in 
the truth of CHRIST’S Resurrection, just as there 
are difficulties in believing in the existence of GOD; 
but, on the whole, the theories put forward to dis- 
prove the evidence would seem less credible than 
the evidence. 

There are two other theories of not much account, 
one “the swoon theory,” of which we spoke in con- 
nection with the Crucifixion, and the other that the 
story of the Resurrection is merely a myth which 
grew up round the Person of CHRIST, as myths 
grow up around the person of other heroes, But 
against this is to be set the fact that such myths 

* Acts xxvi. 8. 
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take time to grow, and that the story of the Resur- 
rection had become part of the general belief of the 
Church by the time S. Paul wrote his four great 
epistles, ic. between A.D. 52 and A.D. 60. 

But, besides the evidence of those who claim to 
have seen the Risen LORD, there are various pieces 
of circumstantial evidence, some in the details of the 
narrative, which we will not refer to now, as they 
are of more value in throwing light upon the nature 
of the Resurrection Body; and, further, the witness 
of the empty tomb; and, above all, the witness of 
the grave cloths. 

You remember how the women, coming down to 
the tomb early on Easter morning, found it empty, 
and an angel there who told them that He whom 
they sought had risen from the dead. Upon this they 
returned to the disciples and told them what they 
had seen; but “their words,” says S. Luke (xxiv. I1), 
“seemed to them as idle tales, and they believed 
them not.” S. Peter and S. John, however, at once 
go to the tomb to see for themselves. S. John 
arrives first, and looks in the tomb; he sees that 
there is no Body lying there, only the linen cloths 
that the Body had been wrapped in; the only thing 
he noticed at first was that our LORD’S Body was 
not there. As to where it had gone, or how it had 
gone, nothing then occurs to him; he only sees that 
the Body was not there, but it did not in the least 
follow that CHRIST had' risen from the dead. 

S. Peter then arrives and enters the tomb. S. John 
follows him and looks more closely at the position 
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of the linen cloths, and then a new idea strikes him, 
“he saw and believed.” He saw something which 
convinced him that the Body had not been removed 
by any human hands, but that the LORD was risen 
from the dead. What was it which he noticed now 
and did not notice before? It was not the linen 
cloths, but the position in which they were lying 
which made him pause and reflect. 

Ancient rock sepulchres are still to be seen in 
plenty round about Jerusalem. We can guess 
pretty well what Joseph of Arimathea’s tomb was 
like. You find a mass of limestone rock rising 
somewhat abruptly out of the ground. Out of this 
a cave has been hewn to serve as a tomb. The 
doorway of the tomb is an opening about four feet 
high and two feet four inches wide. Past the base 
of this, on the ground, runs a furrow carved out. of 
the rocky soil like a broad tramway-line; along this 
furrow, backwards and forwards past the door of the 
tomb, rolls a circular disc of stone, much like a large 
grindstone, which serves as a door. It stands on its 
edge close against the rock, so that when it is oppo- 
site the doorway it closes it up, when it is rolled 
away it leaves the doorway clear. The cave pene- 
trates seven or eight feet into the rock. On one 
side of the doorway there is a low recess nearly 
as long as the cave, two and a half feet broad. The 
base of this recess is a ledge looking something like 
a ship’s berth, upon which the body is laid. This 
ledge has a low step at one end of it, a sort of pillow 
for the head of the corpse. 
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That is a general description of such tombs, and 
we may fairly assume that the tomb in Joseph’s 
garden was much of this description. The Corpse 
was borne to burial without any coffin, the Body 
from the neck to the feet was wrapped about with 
three or four lengths of linen cloth, with abundant 
spices in the folds. The head was wrapped about 
spirally with a linen napkin with its end interlaced, 
forming a sort of turban-like linen hood. The Body 
lay with the face upwards, and the hands folded on 
the breast. 

Now, when S. John entered the tomb, he noticed 
this which he did not observe before: on the ledge 
where the Body had rested lay the linen cloths, just 
in the same original folds, simply collapsed, but 
retaining the same shape as they originally did. 
They had not been unfolded or disarranged in any 
way. On the ledge, a sort of stone pillow where the 
head had been, lay the napkin, still rolled up in its 
hood-like shape, but with nothing within. It retained 
its shape, but was simply in a collapsed condition, 
as an air-cushion would be were the air let out of it. 
Nobody could have moved the Body, was S. John’s 
inference, for they must either have taken the linen 
cloths with them or else have unfolded them to take 
the Body out. They could not have replaced the 
cloths in the same folds as with the Body in them ; 
still less could they have done so with the head 
napkin, which remained on the ledge above, still in 
its turban-like folds with the ends interlaced. 

There is special stress laid upon the fact that 
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they saw the linen cloths lying as they were on the 
lower ledge and the napkin not lying with the linen 
cloths, but wrapped together apart in a place by 
itself. It would have been utterly impossible for 
any one to have withdrawn the head from the 
napkin without untucking the folds beneath the 
chin, and if this had been done it would have been 
impossible to have replaced the folds without any 
head to fashion them round. The only inference 
possible was that the Body had been removed by 
other than ordinary means. It had disappeared 
from the linen cloths without disturbing them. 

Of course it did not instantly follow from this 
that CHRIST had risen from the dead; all that the 
witness of the grave-cloths proves is this—that 
people had not come by night and stolen away the 
corpse. S. John jumped to conclusions unwarranted 
by the evidence, but this piece of evidence is one 
factor, one link in the chain of evidence for the 
Resurrection. 

I have dwelt on this because a large number of 
people have, I find, been brought up with a very 
different idea as to the position of the cloths in the 
tomb. They have been taught to regard the words 
of the Gospel about the head-napkin being “wrapped 
together” (évrervAcypevov) as meaning that our LORD 
or the angels had carefully folded up the grave- 
cloths and tidied up the tomb neatly. The late Dr. 
Latham, in a book entitled 7he Rzsenx Master, has 
given two pictures which will make you see at a 
glance the point of S. John’s narrative. It was not 
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the mere fact of the grave-cloths lying in the empty 
tomb, but the position in which they were lying 
undisturbed, that caused S. John to alter his opinion 
of the idle tales which he at first thought the women 
had brought him. It is a piece of evidence which 
helps to support the testimony of those who claimed 
to have seen the Risen LORD. 

But, apart from the question of evidence, there 
are some people who feel there is an inherent 
impossibility in such a doctrine as that of the bodily 
resurrection. It was felt to be a difficulty in 
S. Paul’s days. “How are the dead raised up, 
and with what sort of body do they come?” was 
the question with which he was greeted by those 
who felt the difficulty, and S. Paul’s reply was a 
discussion on the nature of the resurrection body. 
He felt that the difficulty of the objectors arose 
from their misapprehension of the meaning of the 
term “body,” and their consequent failure to differen- 
tiate between a “ natural” and a “ spiritual” body. 

We will consider the nature of the resurrection 
body in the next chapter. 
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CHAPTER Ix 


THE NATURE OF THE RESUR- 
RECTION BODY 


And the third day He rose again according to the Scriptures. 


UR Lorp’s Resurrection was something very 

different from the raising (restoring to life) of ~ 
Lazarus, of Jairus’s daughter, or of the Widow’s son 
at Nain. In each of these latter cases that which 
took place was merely the resuscitation of a corpse; 
the body was merely restored to its former mortal 
condition ; Lazarus, Jairus’s daughter, the Widow’s 
son, were still subject to death. The Resurrection 
of CHRIST was something more than this—“CHRIST 
being raised from the dead dieth no more, death 
hath no more dominion over Him.” He, the Risen 
Son of Man, could never die again. His Body was 
not merely restored to the same life which it had 
before, but to a fuller, larger life of which we have 
as yet no experience. We have indeed no know- 
ledge of it beyond that which we can glean from the 
records of His appearances to His disciples after the 
Resurrection. His Body was no longer a natural 
Body. It was not merely restored to life, but 
transformed in the process. It is the only example 
of a spiritual body which the world has ever seen. 

FF 
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And the evidence of its extended powers, given 
in the Gospel record, in all probability do not 
exhaust the possibilities of the spiritual body. 

Now, if we want to grasp some idea of the mean- 
ing of S. Paul’s reply to the question with which the 
Greeks confronted him—‘“ With what sort of body 
(roiw odpar.) do they (i.e. the risen dead) come? ”— 
we must consider first what sort of body have we 
now. What is the nature of this material body which 
we possess now? For unless we take the trouble to 
study the nature of our present bodies, we can 
scarcely hope to grasp the nature of the spiritual 
body, which S, Paul contrasts with it, and of which 
our LORD’S Risen Body is so far the only specimen. 

“What we call our body,” writes Professor 
Taylor,’ “is simply a name for such a set of 
habitual reactions, through which intercommunica- 
tion between members of human societies is rendered 
possible.” 

That is to say, in plain words, that our material 
bodies are our means of self-expression in this 
material world in which we dwell. 

A material body of flesh and blood is the con- 
_ crete material presentment of a human personality. 
It is the means by which we reveal ourselves to one 
another. The soul, the spiritual part of us, is the 
real “you”’ and ‘‘me”; the body is only the material 
clothing which the soul assumes in order to mani- 
fest itself to other dwellers in this material world. 

Now, this material body is not a perfect means of 

t Elements of Metaphysics, p. 354. 
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self-expression. It has its limitations. I feel them 
when my arm will not reach up to the top shelf of 
a bookcase, and I have to get the library steps; or 
when I have a toothache; or when I try to explain 
a thing to some one in the clearest words that I can 
think of, and then find that he or she has not 
grasped my meaning at all. Nevertheless, in spite 
of these limitations, my body is a valuable, although 
not a perfect, means of self-expression. In some 
other sphere of existence it might be of no use 
whatever for this purpose, but in this material world, 
unless I had some material means of self-expression, 
I could not get on at all. 

Further, my body seems to me the same body 
which I have had all along, and so in the true sense 
of identity it is. But it is not composed of the same 
material particles. A process of waste and renewal 
of tissues is constantly going on. The continual 
use of brain and limbs is constantly wearing out the 
_ tissues of the body, and to counteract this wear and 
tear, the soul is constantly causing the body to take 
up new matter in the form of food, and thereby 
build up new tissues of bone and skin and nerves 
and brain by that curious process called digestion. 

“T saw a wonderful sight this morning as I drove 
into town,” said the philosopher to the farmer on 
market day. 

‘“Oh,” said the farmer, “ what was that ?” 

“ T saw some geese on a common.” 


* Or more accurately by the after process called Meta- 
bolism. 
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“Well,” said the farmer, “what were they 
doing ?” 

“ Hating grass,” 

“ Nothing very wonderful in that.” 

“ But in a field a little further on I saw a horse.” 

“ And what was he doing? Eating grass too eh?” 

“Yes,” said the philosopher; “and in another, 
corner of the field there were some sheep grazing 
too.” 

“ Well,’ said the farmer, “but where is the 
wonderful sight you were going to tell me about?” 

“Why, there,” said the philosopher ; “can you tell 
me how it is that the grass becomes hair on the 
horse’s back, wool on the sheep’s back, and feathers 
on the geese?” 

At present the only method which the soul has of 
clothing itself with matter is by the process of 
taking food; but it is possible to conceive of the 
soul being endued with higher powers, so that it 
could clothe itself with matter, and give itself 
self-expression in this material world by some other 
or more rapid process of picking up particles of 
matter than by the process of taking food. 

The body is but the outward expression of the 
soul, “ for soul is form and doth the body make.” * 

Perhaps an illustration from nature will help to 
make my meaning clear, A cyclone is a spiral 
eddy of wind; it passes over the waters of the 
Atlantic; in the water it finds matter which it can 
readily adapt to itself; it catches up the water and 

* Spenser’s Hymne in honour of Beautie. 
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manifests itself as a water-spout, and travels over the 
waves an opaque trunk between the sea and sky. 

It passes on till it reaches the land; there is no 
more water to feed it; the water-body is discharged 
in a torrent of rain; the cyclone passes on; it has 
not come to an end; its force is felt, but it has no 
body ; it has no longer any external manifestation. 
It passes on and reaches the Great Sahara ; it catches 
up the loose sand, as it formerly caught up the water, 
and manifests itself once more as a sand column 
travelling in an opaque trunk across the desert. It 
is the same formative principle manifesting itself in 
different ways. We think of our body as the same 
body all the way through our life, not because it is 
composed of the same particles, for as a matter of fact 
not a single particle remains of those which composed 
it seven years ago, but we regard it as the same body | 
because it is the outward expression of the same soul.: 

Now, when our LORD rose again from the dead, 
His soul resumed His Body, but it did not resume it 
in its former condition. 

It was the same Body, but in a different condition ; 
it was buried a natural Body ; it was raised a spiritual 
Body. It was a Body still; it was not pure spirit ; 
it was still the outward expression of the soul, but 
a perfect means of self-expression. It could do 
things which a natural body cannot do; it could 
work in accordance with the ordinary methods of 


* In 1311 the Council of Vienne asserted that the anima 
vationalis is the forma corporis humani. cf. S. Thos. Aquin. 
Summa Theol., Part I, Question 76, Art. iv. 
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this material world, but it could also transcend them. 
Do you remember the words of Ariel’s song in 
Shakespeare’s Zezpest:— 


‘‘ Full fathom five thy father lies, 
Of his bones are coral made. 
Those are pearls, that were his eyes, 
Nothing of him that doth fade 
But doth suffer a sea change 
Into something rich and strange.” 

It seems to me that these last three lines, if we 
were to alter one word, would describe what took 
place in our LORD’S natural Body at the Resurrection. 
Of it nothing doth fade (or decay)* but doth suffer 
a spiritual change into something rich and strange. 

There are some examples in nature of the same 
thing existing in a different condition. Ice is water 
in a different condition ; steam is water in yet another 
condition. A magnet is a bar of steel in a different 
condition. The magnet has not lost any of those 
properties which it possessed before as a bar of steel, 
but it has gained new properties. Yet who can 
explain the process by which it has gained them? 
But there can be no question that it has gained 
them, the power of indicating north and south being 
perhaps the most remarkable. 

Now, if we examine the records of the appearance 
of the Risen Body of our LORD, we find that while 
it has retained all the former properties of the 
natural Body, yet at the same time it has gained 
new properties. 

Take first, for example, the journey to Emmaus * 

* Acts ii. 31. 2 S. Luke xxiv. 13-25. 
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and the appearance to the disciples." His spiritual 
Body could be seen by human eyes, like a natural 
body, but unlike a natural body it could render itself 
invisible—“ He vanished out of their sight.” 

Like a natural body, it could remove itself from 
Jerusalem to Emmaus by walking with the two 
disciples down the road; unlike a natural body, it 
could transport itself back to Jerusalem without 
walking. 

Like a natural body, His spiritual Body could be 
touched and handled by material hands,” but unlike 
a natural body material walls could not prevent His 
spiritual Body entering a room with barred doors, 3 

Like a natural body, His spiritual Body could eat 
material food, but it did not require material food 
for its support.t And so on. 

His spiritual Body could act in accordance with 
the (so-called) laws of this material world, but it 
was not subject to them ; it could transcend them at 
will. Our LORD’S spiritual Body was still a Body, 
still an outward means of self-expression, not a pure 
spirit ; it retained all the properties of the natural 
body, but it was not limited by them; it had new 
and extended powers. It was the same Body in 
a different condition. It could manifest itself and 
operate in this material plane of existence, but it 
could also manifest itself in any other plane of 
existence. 

The great theologian, S. Thomas Aquinas, discusses 


: S. John xx. 19-24. 4 'Si Luke xxiv. 39: 
3 S. John xx. Ig. ASy Lukelxsivild 3: 
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in one place the question as to whether the angels 
have a body or no, i.e. some means of self-expression 
by which they are manifest to one another. He 
concludes in a somewhat roundabout way that the 
angels have in their sphere of existence something 
which, roughly speaking, corresponds to a material 
body in this, ie. that the angels are manifest to 
one another, though not manifest to us. So too 
S. Augustine expresses the same idea when he says 
that the demons have a “sort of subtle body,” that 
is, some means of self-manifestation which answers 
the same purpose in their sphere of existence as 
a material body does in this. 

Our LorpD’s spiritual Body would be able to 
manifest itself and operate as a material body in 
this sphere, or as an angelic body in the angelic 
sphere, with equal ease, being now a perfect means 
of self-expression in any sphere of existence. 

Once again something in the natural world will 
give you a clue to my meaning. The lizard known 
as the chameleon has the power of adapting its 
colour to that of the surroundings in which for the 
inoment it happens to be; when lying amid green 
foliage it appears green ; when lying in the shade of 
a tree-trunk it appears to be dark brown, and so on. 
Suppose that the chameleon were capable of adapting 
not only its colour but all its faculties to the environ- 
ment in which it happened to be, so that, for example, 
it could live in water as easily as on land, you would 
then have something more or less akin to the power 
of the spiritual body in adapting itself to, and 
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operating amid, the conditions of any sphere of 
existence. This, of course, is merely a rough-and- 
ready illustration, which cannot be pressed in detail, 
but which may help us to grasp the nature of the 
Resurrection Body of CHRIST, and to apprehend 
the nature of the Ascension. 

If you refer to the extract from Article IV, quoted 
on p. 94, you will notice that an unusual expression— 
“flesh and bones”—is employed therein; “ took 
again His Body, with flesh, bones, and all things 
appertaining to the perfection of Man’s nature.” 

This phrase “flesh and bones” is, of course, our 
LORD’S own phrase. “A spirit hath not flesh and 
bones, as ye see Me have” ;* and I think that He 
deliberately chose this phrase “flesh and bones” 
instead of the more usual phrase “flesh and blood” 
wherewith to describe true human nature, in order 
to call attention to the structure rather than to the 
composition of His Body. 

His form was recognizable as that of the same 
LORD whom they had known before His Crucifixion, 
Not, indeed, that this must be taken to imply that 
the Risen Body was bloodless, but the flesh, bones, 
and blood, and so on, which composed it were not 
of exactly the same character as the flesh, bones, 
and blood of natural life. If they were, they would 
not pertain to the perfectzon of man’s nature, for this 
present material body is only an imperfect means of 
self-expression ; it is not a perfect vehicle of spirit, 
but the spiritual body is a perfect instrument of the 

* S. Luke xxiv. 39. 
Q 
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soul, a perfect means of self-expression; and our 
LorkpD, while emphasizing His personal identity, 
desired, by the use of an unusual phrase, to draw 
attention to the difference in the mode of its pre- 
sentment. 

A spiritual body is a body which is a perfect 
instrument of the spirit, and this will help us to 
understand the nature of the Ascension, of which 
the next clause of the Creed speaks. 
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CHAPTER X 


THE ASCENSION AND SECOND 
av ENT 


And ascended into heaven, * 
And sitteth on the right hand of the rian 


And He shall come again with glory to judge both the quick 
and the dead: 


Whose kingdom shall have no end. 


T is worth while to compare with this the last 
clause of Article IV. 
After stating that CHRIST rose from death and 


took again His Body . .. with all things pertain- 
ing to the perfection of man’s nature, the Article 
concludes as follows:—‘“ Wherewith He ascended 


into heaven, and there sitteth, until He return to 
judge all men at the last day.” 

To ascend means to go up. Yet heaven is not 
a place above the sky. People sometimes gather 
that impression from interpreting the language of 
the Bible too literally, or more commonly perhaps 
from the language of hymns; but hymns are verse, 
and one cannot take the words of poets as if they 
were ordinary everyday prose. 

Our LORD’s departure from earth is called His 
Ascension for two reasons. Chiefly because it 
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denotes His entering upon a higher condition of 
life, but also because of the laws of nature by which 
we stand erect upon the surface of the earth; and 
since the earth is a globe His removal from the 
earth must have appeared a going-up from what- 
ever point of the earth’s surface it took place. 

We commonly use in everyday life comparisons 
of height to denote degrees of excellency. For 
example, in school we have an upper fifth and a 
lower fifth form: but the upper fifth is not a place 
upstairs; the term means that to be in the upper 
fifth form is to be in a condition of higher know- 
ledge, higher intelligence, higher attainment than in 
the lower fifth. 

So we talk about our LORD descending into 
Hades because He then entered upon a_ lower 
condition of human life; and we speak of His 
ascending into heaven because He then entered 
upon a higher condition of life. To be without 
a body is to be without a means of self-expression ; 
to possess a body which is a perfect means of self- 
expression alike in this or in any other sphere of 
existence, is certainly a much higher condition than 
to possess a body which is a means of self-expres- 
sion merely in one sphere of existence, viz. the 
material world. This is the chief reason why we 
speak of our LORD’S departure from earth as His 
Ascension ; but, secondly, there is another reason, 
though a less important one. 

S. Luke, in his Gospel (xxiv. 50) and in his book 
the Acts of the Apostles, gives an account of how 
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our LorD led His disciples out to Bethany, and 
after giving them His final command, He was taken 
up, and a cloud received Him out of their sight. 
It was the only way of making it clear to them 
that His bodily presence was now withdrawn from 
earth. If He had merely vanished out of their 
sight as He did at Emmaus, it would not have been 
made so clear to their minds that He would no 
longer be with them in His bodily presence on 
earth. | 

People sometimes talk in a rather foolish way, 
and take exception to the use of the phrase “ As- 
cension, on the ground that you cannot strictly 
say in which direction from the earth “upward” 
lies; but if that be so one ought never to talk 
about the people in Australia going upstairs, be- 
cause when they do so they are certainly going 
in the reverse direction to ourselves when we are 
going upstairs. 

In his Gospel S. Luke uses the phrase “ He was 
taken up and a cloud received Him out of their 
sight.” What happened after the cloud hid Him 
from their sight? Does the phrase imply that He 
passed on through that mysterious and undefinable 
thing called space? Certainly not. It means that 
He withdrew into the spiritual sphere — into a 
different condition rather than into a different place. 
If I may use a rough-and-ready expression without 
incurring a charge of heresy, I should use the term 
commonly employed among spiritualists, and say 
that He dematerialized ; or, if you have apprehended 
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what I said about the nature of the spiritual body, 
I should say with greater accuracy that His spiritual 
Body forthwith adapted itself to the sphere into 
which it withdrew. 

Another foolish question which is sometimes 
asked with an air of triumph as if it finally disposed 
of the doctrine of the Ascension is this, “What 
became of His clothes?” If a spiritual body can 
assume at will particles of matter in the material 
world (or of whatever corresponds to matter in other 
worlds) wherewith to express itself in that sphere or 
existence in which for the moment it happens to be, 
it is surely as easy for it to materialize or to dema- 
terialize the clothing of the body as to materialize 
the body itself, which is the more intimate clothing 
of the soul. 

There is a good deal of confusion nowadays about 
the meaning of the word “heaven,” because popular 
language uses the term in a different sense to that 
in which the theologians use it. 

Theologians use the term “heaven” or the term 
“ Paradise ” to denote the state of bliss, that is, the 
highest state of perfection to which the soul can 
attain. A theologian will speak of “the saints in 
Paradise,” or of “the saints in heaven,” using the 
words “heaven” and “Paradise” as interchange- 
able terms. The saints are those who have become 
perfect souls; they possess the Beatific Vision, that 
is, they see GOD as He is. But they are not perfect 
men. A perfect man consists of a perfect soul and 
a perfect body. The saints will not receive a per- 
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fect body until the general resurrection at the last 
day. Then they will be perfect men, perfect alike 
in body and soul. 

Theologians use the term “the heavens” or “the 
heaven of heavens” or “the highest heavens” to 
denote the state of glory. By the state of glory is 
meant the highest state to which any spirit can 
attain. Our LORD was in the state of glory before 
He came down on earth. He ascended up as Man, 
to where He was before as Gop. 

You remember His words: “ What and if ye 
shall see the Son of Man ascend up where He was 
before?” * Perhaps some of those who heard His 
words, and some of those who have read them since, 
are inclined to ask, “ Well, what then; what if we 
do see Him ascend up?” And the answer is that 
He ascended in His Manhood as the head of our 
race, and thereby proved that mankind was capable 
of being raised to the highest level, namely, that of 
constant association with GoD. 

Thus theologians in their use of the term 
“heaven”? mean ‘“ Paradise” or the state of bliss ; 
but popular language means by the term “heaven” 
the state of glory, to which no one, as far as we 
know, will attain till the general resurrection at 
the last day. 

The compilers of the Prayer Book are, I think, 
in part responsible for this common failure to dis- 
tinguish between the state of bliss, which is properly 
called either heaven or Paradise, and the state of 

=) Se John vis 62. 
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glory called “the heaven of heavens” or “the 
heavens,” because they have not been consistent in 
their employment of these terms. It would have 
been better if they had employed the term “the 
heavens” in their translation of this clause of the 
Nicene Creed, as they have done in the Collect for 
Ascension Day (“Grant, we beseech Thee, Almighty 
GOD, that like as we do believe Thy only-begotten 
SON our LORD JESUS CHRIST to have ascended 
into the heavens; so we may also” .. .); and if they 
had done the same in their translation both of the 
LORD’S Prayer and of the Apostles’ Creed (“ Our 
FATHER, which art in the heavens” ; “ He ascended 
into the heavens”). Such translation would have 
accorded with the general usage of theologians, 
and would have justified the use of the term 
“heaven” in its accurate sense to denote the 
state of bliss, as eg. in the preface in the Com- 
munion Service, “ Therefore with angels and arch- 
angels, and with all the company of heaven,” where 
“the company of heaven” means “the saints in 
Paradise.” The compilers of the Prayer Book 
were fully conversant with this distinction. In 
the Order for the Burial of the Dead there is 
a petition in the prayer which follows the “ Our 
FATHER,” that “We, with all those departed 
in the true faith of Thy holy Name, may have our 
perfect consummation and bliss, doth zn body and 
soul, in Thy eternal and everlasting glory.” The 
technical phraseology of this petition shows quite 
clearly that the framers of it recognized the fact 
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that although we may attain to perfection of soul 
in the state of bliss, we do not attain to perfection 
of both body and soul until we reach the state of 
glory. 

Or, if they had preferred to abandon theological 
usage, and to employ the term “heaven” in its 
popular sense to denote the state of glory, and kept 
some other term such as Paradise to denote the 
state of bliss, they would at any rate have been 
consistent in their terminology. But to use the 
term “heaven” on one occasion in its theological 
sense as the equivalent of Paradise, the state of 
bliss, and on another occasion to use it in its popular 
sense to denote the state of glory is, to say the 
least, misleading to the average man. 

“ And sitteth on the right hand of the FATHER.” 

This phrase is obviously figurative; it does not 
denote any bodily position. Sitting suggests three 
ideas. First, rest after labour; secondly, royalty— 
a king sits upon his throne, his courtiers stand 
before him; and thirdly, authority—a judge sits 
upon the judgement-seat. 

The right hand is the symbol of strength and 
power, or, at any rate, was so among those who 
framed the Creed, although I do not know how the 
phrase would appear nowadays to the Japanese, 
who are trained to use either hand equally. It is 
also the position of honour and dignity. 

“ And He shall come again with glory to judge both 
the quick and the dead,” 

His return to earth was announced by the angels 
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at the Ascension.t The object of His return to 
earth was proclaimed by our LORD Himself in 
S. Matthew xxiv. 30, and implicitly assumed in 
several of His parables, e.g. S. Matthew xxv. 14- 
30, and 31-46. 

The object of our LORD’s return is to judge all 
men at the last day. To judge does not mean to 
condemn or to punish. People sometimes speak 
and think as if it did. For example, when some 
evil befalls a wrong-doer they will sometimes say 
that it is a judgement upon him. But judgement 
does not really mean this; judgement is discerning 
one thing from another. To judge is to discriminate 
between two things or two persons; to decide 
that this thing is beautiful and the other ugly; to 
pronounce that this course of action is honourable 
and the reverse dishonourable. Our LORD’S judge- 
ment of all men will be the separation of the good 
from the bad. To use His own phrase, “as a 
shepherd divideth the sheep from the goats”; * and 
this separation or judgement will be permanent and 
final. 

The results of this separation are described by 
S. Paul in Romans ii. 9, 10, as follows: “ Tribula- 
tion and anguish, upon every soul of man that 
doeth evil, of the Jew first, and also of the Gentile; 
but glory, honour, and peace, to every man that 
worketh good, to the Jew first, and also to the 
Gentile.’ Popular language speaks of the final 
condition of the good as “heaven,” and the final 

toe mE gt 2 S. Matt. xxv. 32. 
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condition of the evil as “hell”; but perhaps it may 
be well to take S. Paul’s words, “glory, honour, and 
peace,” as a definition of heaven, and “ tribulation 
and anguish ” as a definition of hell, without enter- 
ing more fully into all the various theories which 
have gathered round those two words. ; 

During the past ten or twelve years the doctrine 
of the Second Advent has been subjected to a good 
deal of criticism in Germany and elsewhere, mainly 
on the following grounds. Not only did the 
Apostles and early Christians expect the parousia 
or Second Coming of our LORD to occur within 
their own lifetime, but CHRIST Himself uttered upon 
occasion words which seem to imply this. For 
example: “ Ye shall not have gone over the cities 
of Israel, till the Son of Man be come.”: As nine- 
teen hundred years have elapsed, and the Second 
Advent is still delayed, some have argued that the 
Apostles and even our LORD Himself were mistaken. 
If so, CHRIST cannot be that which the Church has 
ever held Him to be, viz. true GOD. 

It is certainly a fact that the early Christians did 
expect the Second Advent of our LORD to come 
very soon; even S. Paul appears to have thought so 
when he wrote his first Epistle to the Thessalonians, 
but he had corrected that opinion by the time he 
wrote his second letter to them. Apparently some 
of those to whom he wrote were so confident of this 
early return of CHRIST that they went so far as to 
neglect their ordinary work on the ground that it 

PS MALL Xm 2 3, 
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was not worth while to perform it, as the day of 
judgement was so near. They deemed it best to 
devote their whole time to preparing for that day, 
ignoring the fact that after all the best preparation 
which any of us can make for it is to do our work 
in this life, whatever it may be, to the best of our 
ability. S. Paul wrote his second letter to correct 
their attitude. 

The fact that the early Christians expected the 
immediate return of our LORD is some evidence that 
He had at times expressed Himself in terms which 
were open to that interpretation, but it does not 
follow that they interpreted His words correctly. 
We do know that CHRIST sometimes used allegorical 
language, which even His most intimate disciples 
misunderstood. On one occasion He warned 
them to beware of the leaven of the Scribes and 
Pharisees; His real reference was to the doctrine of 
the Pharisees, but His disciples interpreted Him 
literally, and thought He was talking about bread. 

It is always dangerous to take one saying of our 
LORD without comparing it with other of His 
utterances on the same subject. It is so with regard 
to the Second Coming. On another occasion He 
declared that no man knew the day and hour of His 
return save the FATHER only.* | On another occa- 
sion we are expressly informed that He told the 
parable of the nobleman going to a far country 
because they thought that the kingdom of GoD 
would appear zmmediately.? He said, too, that the 

* S. Matt. xxiv. 36; S. Mark xiii. 32. 2 S. Luke xix. 11. 
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Gospel must first be published among all nations, 
and then the end would come. It is not always 
easy to reconcile one passage of Holy Scripture with 
another, but this difficulty is not confined to religion; 
in philosophy and in science you frequently reach 
a point where you land in apparent contradictions. 
“We are like a man endeavouring to embrace the 
bole of some vast Californian tree ; his arms shoot 
out in apparently opposite directions, but we know 
that his arms would meet if only they were long 
enough,” ? 

Is it not possible that when our LORD spoke of 
the cities of Israel He did not mean the towns in 
Palestine, but was employing allegorical language ? 
S. Paul uses “Israel” to denote the spiritual Israel, 
GoD’s people throughout the world, not the literal 
Israel, the Jews;7 and our LORD Himself spoke of 
the true seed of Abraham as being those who did 
the works of Abraham, and not those who could 
trace their human ancestry from him.? This may 
appear to some to be merely special pleading, and if 
so, it does not really matter. “ Let us only get rid 
of this utterly false idea, that no two beliefs can be 
true which the intellect is unable to reconcile: and 
we shall then with equal confidence be able to 
accept both. Let us remember that we may know. 
something—that we may increase our knowledge 
indefinitely—of many portions of existence; but 


* See chaps. xi and xii of W. H. Mallock’s Religion as a 
Credible Doctrine. 
2 Rom. ix. 6. 3 S, John vii. 31-47. 
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that by no intellectual device can we fit all the 
portions together.” * 

“ Whose kingdom shall have no end.” 

These words were not in the original Creed of 
Nicaea, but are to be found in the Baptismal Creed 
of Jerusalem—a creed of earlier date. They are 
taken from the Messianic prophecy in Daniel vii. 13, 
14. The object of this insertion was to counteract 
the teaching of Sabellius, who taught a kingdom of 
the FATHER alone. Marcellus, who originally fought 
side by side with Athanasius against Arius, after- 
wards revived the doctrine of Sabellius on this point, 
and taught that at the end the SON will lay aside 
His human nature, and deliver up His kingdom to 
the FATHER. 

These words are not found in the version of the 
Creed in the First Prayer Book of Edward VI. 


Religion as a Credshle Doctrine, chap. xiii. 
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CHAPTER XI 
THE HOLY TRINITY 
A. “ONE SUBSTANCE” 


OW that we have gained some insight into the 

meaning of the Incarnation, we are in a posi- 

tion to consider the Christian idea of the nature of 
GoD which was revealed by the Incarnation. 

Natural religion and the Christian religion both 
agree in teaching that there is but one GOD. But 
the Christian religion goes on to teach that there are 
personal distinctions within the Godhead, that GoD 
is not merely One, but Three in One, and One in 
Three. We speak of this teaching as the doctrine 
of the Holy Trinity. 

This doctrine, like all the doctrines of the Chris- 
tian Faith, grew out of Christian experience. Every 
Christian doctrine came from the disciples’ know- 
ledge of the life of JESUS CHRIST. Doctrine grew 
out of discipleship. It was so with the doctrine of 
the nature of GoD. As you get to know more about 
any person or thing, the more you get to know about 
their relationship with other persons or things, e.g. the 
more you get to know about benzine the more you 
get to know about other volatile gases, though your 
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fingers get mahogany coloured in the process. The 
more you get to know about Hebrew, the more you 
get to know about Syriac and other kindred 
languages. In the same way the disciples of 
CHRIST came to know many things about the nature 
of Gop as they grew to know CHRIST better. 
People sometimes say that CHRIST never taught 
that there was one GOD in three Persons, that He 
never taught the doctrine of the Holy Trinity. 
That is quite true in one way. It is true that 
CHRIST never taught in so many words the doctrine 
of the Holy Trinity, but nevertheless it was revealed 
by Him. It was brought to the disciples’ notice as 
a fact rather than stated in plain words. As Bishop 
Gore says, “ it was overheard rather than heard.” 
_\-The doctrine of the Holy Trinity was the result 
of experience. CHRIST came from behind the veil to 
declare the unseen GoD. As the disciples became 
better acquainted with CHRIST, if we may so say, they 
became better acquainted with the nature of GOD; 
and the relationships which that involves were 
brought into notice. The disciples found CHRIST 
constantly alluding to His relation to the FATHER. 
The Being of the FATHER was in some way in- 
volved in His ordinary being. In knowing Him 
they knew the FATHER. “He that hath seen Me 
hath seen the FATHER” ;* and again, “I and My 
FATHER are one.” * 

At the same time He is plainly distinct from the 
FATHER and in a certain sense subordinate, for 

1S. John xiv. 9. 2 ibid. x. 30. 


AS EXPRESSED IN THE NICENE CREED 1290 


“My FATHER is greater than I.’* The FATHER 
and the SON are distinct they saw, yet not entirely 
distinct, but united in such a way that the knowing 
of the SON is the knowing of the FATHER—the 
revealing of the SON is the revealing of the FATHER 
—the love of the SON is the love of the FATHER. 
So, too, they heard CHRIST speak of the HOLY 
SPIRIT as distinct from the FATHER and Himself. 
He speaks of the HOLY SPIRIT as another Com- 
forter (advocate) who is plainly distinct from 
Himself. He speaks of the Comforter “whom I will 
send you from the FATHER,” and who must therefore 
be distinct from the FATHER. Yet in another sense 
He makes them understand that the Spirit’s coming 
is only another form of Hiscoming. “I will not leave 

you comfortless (desolate): I will come to you.” ? 
Thus the disciples gradually became accustomed 
to the idea of GOD as involving the FATHER, SON, 
and HoLy GHosT. They came to think of Gop’s 
action as the action of the FATHER through the 
SON by the Spirit. They learned to think both of 
their distinction and of their unity. Yet all the 
time they felt sure that they had not to worship | 
a different GOD from the one whom their fathers 
worshipped. The first text learnt in boyhood, 
“ Hear, O Israel: the LORD our GOD is one LORD,” 3 
still remained true. They were not learning about — 
a new GOD, they were gaining a larger idea of the 
one GOD. And so their minds were prepared for 
the day when our LORD should send them out as 

th Sy [ORD xiv. 28. 2 ibid. xiv. 18. 3, Deut. vi. 4. 
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Apostles. Then, when He finally told them the 
Name of GOD into which men were to be baptized, 
that Name was a threefold Name—the Name of the 
FATHER, the SON, and the HOLY GHOST. But He 
was still one GOD, it was “the Name,” not “the 
Names.” Thus the revelation of the one GOD had 
brought into notice personal distinctions in the one 
Gop. The theory was the result of experience— 
“That which we have heard and seen and our hands 
have handled, concerning the Word of Life, declare 
we unto you” was S. John’s statement about it.? 

CHRIST’S revelation of this one GOD had brought 
into notice personal distinctions in the one GOD. 

Now it is certainly true that this is more than 
man could have discovered about the nature of GOD 
by his own unaided reason, but it does not contra- 
dict man’s natural power of reason. Faith may be 
higher than reason, faith may assert that which 
reason cannot demonstrate, but faith can never 
give the lie to reason. The doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity grew out of the experience of CHRIST’S 
disciples. The doctrine is not a theory evolved 
out of man’s inner consciousness, It is based upon 
facts of experience. 

All the theology of the Holy Trinity is only the 
attempt to find the best words in which to describe 
the result of the disciples’ experience. 

Many wise and learned Christians, such as 
Athanasius and Basil and Augustine and many 
others who had quite as good brains as anybody 

*-. Sei ona. 2: 
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nowadays, sought for the best and shortest phrase 
in which to describe the nature of Gop. It was 
not until many years had passed that the Christian 
Church finally adopted the phrase “ Three Persons 
in One Substance” as being, on the whole, the 
best way of describing the result of the disciples’ 
experience, and that of other Christians. 

For many years Christians spoke of the FATHER, 
the SON, and the HOLY SPIRIT, without reflecting 
very much upon the relationship of the one to the 
others, yet they were quite sure they were not 
worshipping three gods, 

Now when people say, as they sometimes do, 
the doctrine of the Holy Trinity is inconceivable— 
if GOD: is one, how can He be three? or if He 
be three, how can He be one ?—the best reply 
to make is to ask them two questions. First, “ What 
do you mean by the term inconceivable?” and 
secondly, “If GOD be three, three what? If GoD 
be one, one what?” This will clear our minds and 
pave the way for a further grasp of that which the 
first of the Thirty-nine Articles means by the words 
“And in Unity of this Godhead there be three 
Persons, of one substance, power, and eternity; the 
FATHER, the SON, and the HOLY GHOST.” 

The word “inconceivable” is commonly used 
nowadays in the sense of “unimaginable.” People 
will often say that they cannot conceive a thing, when 
what they really mean is that they cannot imagine 
it. But the two words are not really identical. 

To “imagine” is to form an image in the mind, 
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to form a mental picture of the idea presented to 
you. Now it is quite possible to conceive some- 
thing, although you cannot imagine it. For ex- 
ample, when you are told that the sun is 93,000,000 
miles distant from the earth, you can conceive of 
that idea as true, but you cannot imagine a line 
of that length. You cannot mentally visualize a 
line 93,000,000 miles long, you cannot imagine 
what it would look like: it is unimaginable, but 
it is not inconceivable. You can conceive such 
a line as possible. On the other hand, some things 
may be imaginable which are not really conceiv- 
able, e.g. you can imagine, you can make some 
sort of mental picture of, the cow jumping over 
the moon; but you cannot seriously conceive such 
an event as possible. 

Now the doctrine of the Holy Trinity is not 
inconceivable, although it is unimaginable. Pro- 
fessor Huxley admitted that the idea was conceiv- 
able, although he did not accept it as true; but we 
certainly cannot form a mental picture of the Holy 
Trinity. 

Secondly, if we ask Three what? One what? 
The Article does not say Three GODS in One GoD, 
but Three Persons in one substance. To the 
modern mind this phrase is misleading, because 
both the term Person and the term Substance 
have changed their meaning since the days when 
those words were chosen. We commonly use the 
term substance and the corresponding: adjective 
substantial to suggest something firm and solid, 
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For example, when we speak of the kind of stone 
called marble as a hard substance, we mean that it 
isa hard material. Or when we speak of a particular 
make of linen, and say “ This linen is of good sub- 
stance,” or “ This linen is a substantial make,” we 
mean that the linen in question is of stout and 
strong texture. But the philosophic meaning of 
substance is something quite different. When the 
philosopher spoke of the substance of a thing, he 
meant its essential qualities, or, to use Aristotle’s 
_ phrase, “that which makes a thing to be what it is.” 

A modern professor of philosophy: defines “ sub- 
stance” as “the embodiment of an individual expe- 
rience, determined by a unique subjective interest, 
and therefore possessing the unity of immediate 
feeling”; but I think that Aristotle’s definition 
of substance will serve our purpose sufficiently well, 
viz. “that which makes a thing to be what it is.” 

In the popular everyday sense of the word “sub- 
stance” it would be nonsense to ascribe substance to 
any plane figure, to anything which has only two 
dimensions. It is not so in the philosophic sense 
of the word “substance.” The substance of an 
acute-angled triangle is the possession of three acute 
angles. One acute-angled triangle may differ from 
another in size and shape, but in each case that 
which causes it to be what it is is the possession 
of three acute angles, That is its essential nature. 
That is its substance in the philosophic sense. 

If you ask “ What is the substance of the God- 

1 A. E. Taylor, Elements of Metaphysics, p. 138. 
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head ?” we can only reply “That which makes it to 
be Godhead.” If any one says “ That does not take 
us very far,” we may reply “No, it does not; but 
we are incapable at present of apprehending the 
substance or essential nature of the Godhead.” We 
might say with truth that the substance of the God- 
head is “Spirit”; but, again, that does not take 
us very far, for, although we have some idea of what 
is meant by “ Spirit,’ we cannot grasp its essential 
nature. GOD is a _ spiritual Being, angels are 
spiritual beings; yet we are conscious that there 
is some difference between Divine Spirit, angelic 
Spirit, and human Spirit; though we recognize at 
the same time that they are akin to one another. 

Some years ago students of natural science thought 
that magnetism and electricity were different forces 
of nature; later on they came to think that they 
were one and the same; nowadays, I believe, they 
hold that the two forces are different though akin 
to one another. Nobody can define the substance, 
i.e. the essential nature of electricity ; but we do not 
therefore refuse to believe that it can manifest itself 
as light or as energy, and so on. 

When S. John tried to define the substance, i.e. 
the essential nature of the Godhead, he said ‘“ GOD 
is love; and he that dwelleth in love dwelleth in 
Gop, and GOD in him.”* Now in ordinary every- 
day language we certainly should not speak of love 
as a substance, but that is S. John’s idea of the 
substance of the Godhead. 

* 1 S. John iv. 16, 
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This will show you that “substance” in its 
philosophic sense is something very different from 
“substance” in its popular sense. 

Probably S. John’s statement is as near the truth 
as we can get in our present state of knowledge, 
and “that which maketh the Godhead to be the 
Godhead ” is love. 

S. Augustine, who wrote a long and very 
elaborate treatise “On the Holy Trinity,” maintains 
that these words of S. John, “GOD is Love,” are 
the best clue to the meaning of the doctrine of the 
Holy Trinity. 

The doctrine of the Holy Trinity is an attempt to 
describe the nature of GOD, as He is in Himself, 
apart from everything that He has made. 

Now it is fairly easy for any one to see that, it 
GOD be Love, if that is His essential nature as He 
is in Himself, there must be some distinctions within 
the Godhead. If GOD was an_ undifferentiated 
unity, i.e. if He was a lonely Being, all by Himself, 
before the angels or men or anything else were 
made, then He could not have been love. 

He might have been perfect power, He might 
have been perfect wisdom; but He could not have 
been love, because there would have been nothing 
for Him to love. The existence of love implies at 
least two, viz. some one to love and some one to be 
loved. If GoD be love, then this implies “ Duality,” 
“ Twofoldness,” in the Godhead. 

It is fairly easy to see that there must be a duality 
in unity, if once you admit that GOD is Love. 
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It is possible to maintain further that the neces- 
sities of thought demand that there should not 
merely be a Duality but a Trinity in Unity. 

If you have One who loves, and One who 
is loved, the Lover and the Beloved, then there 
must be also the love which each has for the other. 
You cannot help mentally distinguishing the love 
which passes from one to the other, as something 
different from either. It is true that it does not 
follow that this love which passes from one to the 
other should be a Person. Indeed, probably we 
shall always find it very hard to conceive of this 
relationship as a Person. It is natural to think of 
the lover as a person; it is comparatively easy to 
think of the beloved as a person, though the beloved 
might conceivably be a thing and not a person; but 
it is difficult to conceive of the relationship between 
them as a person. However, at present I am not 
attempting to deal with the question, whether 
these distinctions within the Godhead are personal 
or no. I am only trying to point out that if the 
substance (or essential nature) of the Godhead is 
love, then we cannot help making three distinctions 
in thought within the Godhead ; viz. the One who 
loves, the One who is loved, and the love which each 
has for the other. We can see that these three are 
not all of them one and the same, although neither 
of the three could exist independently of the other 
two. 

That is to say, there could not be a Lover if He 
had nothing to love. He might be a potential lover, 
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He might be capable of exercising love, but He 
could not fittingly be called a Lover unless He did 
actually exercise love on something or somebody. 
Similarly there could not be a Beloved unless there 
was some one by whom He could be loved; neither 
could there be the spirit of love if there were no 
one to give or receive it. 

Whether these distinctions can be fittingly des- 
cribed as “ Persons” is another question which we 
will consider later. 
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CHAPTER att 
THE HOLY TRINITY 


B. “THREE PERSONS” 


F the term “Substance” in the phrase “ Three 

Persons in one substance” is misleading to the 
ordinary reader nowadays, so also is the term 
“ Person.” 

We were considering in our last chapter the 
philosophic meaning of “ substance” as distinct from 
the popular meaning of the word. Substance in its 
philosophic sense means the essential nature of 
anything, ie. as Aristotle says, “ That which makes 
a thing to be what it is.” 

If, as S. John says, the essential nature of the 
Godhead is love, then there must be distinctions 
within the Godhead. The laws of thought compel 
you to distinguish between the one who loves, the 
one who is loved, and the love which each has for 
the other. 

Christian teachers, after a good deal of hesitation, 
at last adopted the phrase “ Three Persons” as being 
on the whole the best way of describing these three 
distinctions. 

But at first sight this seems a very curious way of 
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describing them. We use the term “person” in 
everyday speech as equivalent to “individual.” If 
we speak of three persons, we mean three distinct 
and separate individuals, but when the Church first 
adopted this phrase some learned men objected to 
it, because to their minds it did not sufficiently 
convey the notion of distinctness. 

The Greek word jprosopon, translated person, to 
them suggested an actor’s mask, a character in 
a theatrical play, that which we should nowadays 
describe rather as an impersonation, and they were 
afraid that people might regard GOD as being like 
an actor who played three parts. In some plays 
one actor might play the part of three characters, 
provided that these three were never all on the stage 
at the same time. He could change his mask 
behind the scenes, and appear on the stage now as 
one character, now as the other. This as a matter 
of fact is just what one teacher, named Sabellius, did 
think. He represented GOD as a sort of quick- 
change artist, Who acted first as the FATHER, and 
then as the SON, and then once more as the HOLY 
SPIRIT, 

Sabellius taught that GOD manifesting Himself as 
power was the FATHER; GOD manifesting Himself 
as wisdom was the SON; GOD manifesting Himself 
as love or will was the HOLY SPIRIT. The FATHER, 
the SON, and the HOLY SPIRIT were just three 
different aspects of the same Being. Consequently 
when GOD manifested Himself in one way, the other 
two modes for the moment ceased, They were but 
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three different aspects of GOD, or three relationships 
of GOD to man, and the term (zpdcwz7ov) “Person” 
in those days gave countenance to this idea. Nowa- 
days the use of the term “ Three Persons” is more 
likely to suggest the opposite error, viz. that there 
are “ Three GODS.” 

The common use of the word “person” as equiva- 
lent to “individual” gives far too strong an idea of 
distinction. It suggests “separation,” it suggests 
the error of “dividing the substance” (i.e. the 
essential nature of GOD). 

The phrase “ Three Persons in one substance” is 
not by any means a perfect one. The late Canon 
Liddon suggested “Three existences in one essential 
being” as an alternative, but I doubt whether this 
would convey any better idea to the ordinary mind. — 

All that the Church intended to express by the 
phrase is, that there are three eternal distinctions in 
the Divine Nature prior to, and independent of, any 
relation to created life. 

All mistaken notions as to the nature of the 
Godhead, as revealed through the Incarnation, tend 
to fall under the head either of Sabellianism or of 
Tritheism ; that is to say, that many people either 
think of GOD as one lonely, solitary Being, manifest- 
ing Himself under three different aspects, at one 
time as the FATHER, another time as the SON, 
and another time as the HOLY SPIRIT; or else 
they think of three GoDS working together with a 
common purpose. 

Now the truth lies somewhere between those two 
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extremes, but it is not possible to name the exact 
point between those two extremes at which the truth 
lies. If any one says that this is a very vague idea 
of the nature of GOD, there are two things which we 
must bear in mind. First, that it is hardly possible 
that our notion of GOD’s essential nature should be 
complete and accurate. It can hardly help being 
vague, but it may be correct as far as it goes—GOD 
would not be GOD if we were capable of comprehend- 
ing His nature entirely. And secondly, we must 
remember that our reason, our intellect, is not our 
only means of apprehending Gop. Human nature 
on its spiritual side is composed of the reason, the 
affections, and the will, not of the reason only. We 
can reach out after GOD with each one of those 
spiritual powers. If we rely upon only one of them, 
we are sure to go astray, and even if we exert all 
three powers to the utmost, even then, from the very 
nature of things, our notion of GOD is bound to be 
incomplete. But that fact is no reason for refusing 
to make the effort. 

Part of the difficulty comes, I think, from people 
trying to imagine the Holy Trinity, from their 
trying to form a mental picture of what the Holy 
Trinity is like. Then because their imagination is 
unequal to the task, they say that the doctrine of 
the Holy Trinity is inconceivable. 

Now this is not so; you can conceive of a perfectly 
smooth surface, but if you try to imagine a perfectly 
smooth surface’ your imagination breaks down, 
You will find that you cannot imagine anything 
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smoother than a well turned ivory billiard ball. 
Yet you know that a billiard ball is not perfectly 
smooth; you know that if you place it under a 
powerful microscope, inequalities in its surface will 
be revealed, yet you cannot imagine anything 
smoother. 

You can conceive that a perfectly smooth billiard 
ball might exist, but you cannot imagine what 
difference in appearance, supposing that you had 
one, it would present when compared with the 
ordinary ball. 

You can conceive (that is to say, you can “see 
that it is possible”) that there may be a line 
95,000,000 miles long, but you cannot mentally 
visualize such a line, though I have heard some 
people maintain that they can. 

You can conceive of a perfectly smooth surface, 
or a perfectly rigid body, you can see that such 
things may exist, but you cannot imagine what 
they would be like, or in what way they would differ 
from the almost smooth surface, or the almost rigid 
body within your experience. 

In the same way we can conceive of GOD as 
Three Persons in one substance. We can dimly see 
that such a thing may be possible, although we 
cannot imagine in what way it is possible; we 
can see that such an idea is not pure nonsense, 
although we cannot imagine what a GoD Who is 
Three Persons in one substance is like, and although 
we have great difficulty in finding words wherein to 
express such a conception clearly. 
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There is a very real difficulty in using earthly 
language to express our ideas about heavenly things. 
We can only do our best with the language at our 
disposal. Yet it is well to bear in mind that human 
language is inadequate to describe the nature of the 
Godhead accurately. All theological terms are liable 
to be misunderstood. They were not always rightly 
interpreted at the first, neither are they now. But 
the misinterpretation of them nowadays generally 
takes a different form. 

A great scholar of the Middle Ages, S. Thomas 
Aquinas, in writing about the Godhead, frequently 
uses the phrase “ Three Powers in one substance ” 

as equivalent to the phrase “ Three Persons in one 
substance.” Perhaps the use of the former phrase 
would be less misleading nowadays than the latter. 
Yet, on the other hand, if the phrase “ Three Persons” 
suggests to the ordinary mind too much distinction, 
it is equally possible that the phrase “Three Powers” 
might not suggest sufficient distinction. 

We need never be afraid to admit that it is 
difficult to think clearly about the nature of GOD, 
and still more difficult to express our thoughts 
about it in clear language. Yet that fact need not 
make us doubt the truth of CHRIST’S revelation of 
the nature of the Godhead for this reason, viz. that 
it was revealed to us as a fact of experience. 

People do not as a rule trouble their heads very 
much about difficulties of thought which are facts of 
common. experience. Nobody has ever yet dis- 
covered a good term to express the relationship 
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between body and soul. For example, you shoot 
a partridge; it falls dead; it becomes cold and 
stiff; the life has gone out of it. What is this 
mysterious thing which we call life? The life has 
gone out of it—what is this “ life,’ and where has it 
gone? The average man does not stop to think. 
It is such a common experience. He does not 
trouble about the exact meaning of the words 
which he employs to describe it. 

Or again, take the nature of human personality. 
We know that it comprises three powers—the 
reason, the will, and the desires. What is the 
relationship of our will to our reason, and of our 
reason to our desires? Man’s spiritual nature is a 
sort of trinity. What is the relationship of one 
power to the others? Nobody has ever found a 
good way of describing it. For example, a man is 
fond, let us say, of good wine. His desire prompts 
him to drink as much of it as he can. His reason 
tells him that if he drinks more than a certain 
amount he will become intoxicated, and that this 
would be bad for him. Then his will comes into 
play, and restrains him from exceeding that amount. 
Here you have all three powers of his spiritual 
nature working in harmony. The man’s spiritual 
nature is balanced: he is a kind of trinity in unity. 

But take another man—his desires prompt him to 
drink wine. His reason tells him when to stop, but 
his will refuses to act properly in accordance with 
his reason. He does not stop, but becomes drunk. 
Here you have a trinity in discord, 
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Yet if you see a man lurching about the road in 
a state of intoxication, perhaps you laugh, or 
perhaps you are disgusted and say, “ Here is some 
beastly cad who is drunk.” (Of course no lady 
would, and no gentleman should, make use of such 
an expression.) Nevertheless very few of us, I fear, 
would be moved to reflect upon it and to say, 
“What a wonderful thing it is that there should 
be a human being at variance with himself. No- 
where else in nature can I see such a thing. Really, 
a human trinity in discord is quite as great a puzzle 
as a divine Trinity in Unity. Yet I cannot refuse 
to believe in it, for it is a fact within my experience. 
Here it is right before me now.” 

This analogy is of course not exact. A theo- 
logian might criticize it, and say that it represents 
the false teaching of Lucian of Antioch. Yet the 
illustration may help you to get on the right track 
in endeavouring to attach some meaning to the 
phrase, “ Trinity in Unity,” as applied to the God- 
head. 

Although Divine Personality is not simply an 
enlarged edition of human personality, yet the two 
are related. Human personality is the nearest 
approach to Divine Personality which we can find. 
If we could conceive of our will and our reason 
and our desires as each of them self-conscious, we 
should have a conception which would more nearly 
approach to the idea of the Holy Trinity. Yet 
even such a conception would be neither complete 


nor adequate. 
U 
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If we find a difficulty in finding terms wherewith 
to describe facts of earthly experience accurately, 
we can hardly be surprised at the difficulty of 
describing facts of spiritual experience accurately. 
Yet the poverty of human language is not a 
sufficient reason for denying the truth of the 
fact. 

When we say in the language of the Articles that 
“in the Unity of this Godhead there be Three 
Persons, in one substance,” all that we intend to 
express is that there are three eternal distinctions 
in the Divine Nature anterior to, and independent 
of, created life. We apply the term “Person” to 
each of these distinctions because each possesses 
the consciousness of self, the self-determination, and 
the love, which make up that which in modern 
speech is termed personality. 

Have you ever heard the story of S. Augustine 
and the angel? S. Augustine was walking on the 
sea-shore thinking of the book he intended to write 
on the Holy Trinity. Presently he noticed a little 
boy playing on the sand with spade and pail. The 
child had dug a hole in the sand, and was filling it 
with water from the sea. 

“What are you doing?” said S, Augustine to 
him, 

“Oh, 1 am trying to empty the whole sea into my 
hole.” 

“Are you?” said S, Augustine with a smile. 
“But the ocean is too vast ever to be contained in 
that little hole of yours,” 
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“ And the idea of the Holy Trinity,” replied the 
child, “is too vast ever to be contained in that little 
head of yours.” 

Then he vanished, and S. Augustine perceived 
that he was an angel. Itis wise for us to remember 
that these subjects are too vast for us to be able to 
comprehend them here. Yet it is worth while to 
try to get as near to a true idea as we can. The 
more advanced in knowledge a boy is when he 
leaves school, the better place will he take when he 
goes on to college. So the more we can learn about 
GOD in this life, the less shall we have to learn when 
we enter the next. 
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CHAPTER XIll 
THE HOLY GHOST 


And I believe in the Hoty Guost, 

The Lorp and giver of life, 

Who proceedeth from the FATHER and the Son, 

Who with the FaTHER and the Son together is worshipped 
and glorified, 

Who spake by the Prophets. 


HE third Person, or the third Power (if we may 

be permitted to use this term) of the Holy 
Trinity is called the HOLY GHOST, or the HOLY 
SPIRIT. The Creed of Nicaea, i.e. the first edition, 
so to speak, of that which is commonly called the 
Nicene Creed, ended with the words “ And in the 
HoLy GHOST,” i.e. “ We believe” ... in all that 
follows about the FATHER and the SON, ... “And 
in the HOLY GHOST.” 

The other clauses concerning His personality 
and work belong, roughly speaking, to the revision 
of the Creed of Jerusalem to which the Council of 
Chalcedon (A.D. 451) gave its assent. ! 

The fifth of the Thirty-nine Articles states our 
belief in the HOLY SPIRIT as follows :— 

“The HOLY GHOST, proceeding from the FATHER 
and the SON, is of one substance, majesty, and glory, 
with the FATHER and the SON, very and eternal GOD,” 
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This asserts three things about Him :— 

1. His Divinity—the HOLY SPIRIT is very (i.e. true) 
GOD. 

2. His Personality—the HOLY SPIRIT is distinct 
from the FATHER and the SON, not a mere 
influence shed from them. 

3. His Procession — the HOLY SPIRIT bears a 
definite relation to the FATHER and _ the 
SON. 

The conservative instinct of the officers of the 
Church has always led them to desire to express 
the Articles of the Christian Faith as far as possible 
in Scriptural terminology. And we must always 
remember that the Church never wanted to put 
forward philosophic terms for men to quarrel over. 
The leaders of the Church were driven into it by 
the action of false teachers. When these latter 
tried to define, the Church had to counter-define in 
correction of their false opinions, or else let judge- 
ment go by default. At the Council of Nicaea 
Eusebius was anxious that the Creed of the Church 
of Caesarea, over which he presided, should be 
adopted by the Council because it was couched 
in the language of Holy Scripture. 

The Church has always been reluctant to adopt 
other terminology, and has only been driven to do 
so when the language of Holy Scripture has not 
been sufficiently clear to prevent its being misin- 
terpreted by false teachers. We shall therefore do 
well to examine passages of Holy Scripture which 
support each of the above three assertions. 
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1. The Divinity of the HoLy GHOST. 

In applying the term “LORD” to the HOLY 
SPIRIT we admit that the HOLY GHOST is very 
and eternal Gop. For the word ‘ LORD” repre- 
sents the Hebrew word “ Jehovah,” which means 
the “I am,” “the eternal and self-existent One.” 
When we profess our belief in the HOLY GHOST, 
we apply the same term “LORD” to Him as we 
do to the FATHER and the SON, “ for that which we 
believe of the glory of the FATHER, the same we 
believe of the SON, and of the HOLY GHOST, without 
any difference or inequality.” * 

There are many passages in Holy Scripture in 
which the Deity of the HOLY GHOST is either 
expressly declared or clearly implied. Perhaps 
the most definite assertion of His Godhead is found 
in S. Peter’s reply to Ananias—“ Ananias, why hath 
Satan filled thine heart to “e to the Hoty GuxHosz7, 
and to keep back part of the price of the land? 

. . thou hast not lied unto men, but uxzto Gop,” ? 
Thus to lie to the HOLY GHOST is to lie unto 
GOD. 

After our rather lengthy discussion of the doc- 
trine of the Holy Trinity, it is hardly necessary to 
say more upon this point. 

2. The Personality of the Hoty Spirit. 

It is well to notice, first of all, that there are no 
passages in Holy Scripture in which CHRIST delib- 


* Book of Common Prayer, Holy Communion Service, 
Proper Preface for Trinity Sunday. 
2 Acts v. 3, 4. 
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erately and of set purpose teaches the Personality 
of the HOLY SPIRIT. 

There is sometimes a danger of treating the Bible 
as a mere collection of proof texts. We may get 
into the habit of regarding texts as something to 
hurl at the heads of those who differ from us, of 
regarding texts merely as material wherewith to 
make points in an argument. But these truths of 
which we are speaking are not set out in the Bible 
as statements of “things to be believed.” They are 
‘really woven into the very texture of Holy Scrip- 
ture. The New Testament would be unintelligible 
without them. 

Nowhere in the New Testament do we find the 
doctrine of the Personality of the HOLY SPIRIT 
expressly stated. Yet it occurs incidentally again 
and again; the doctrine is assumed rather than 
formulated; the New Testament would be unin- 
telligible without it. 

In S. Matthew’s Gospel we read “ Go ye therefore, 
and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them 
into the Name of the FATHER and of the SON and 
of the HOLY GHOST.” * How could our LORD have 
used the words “into the Name’—the one Name, 
not “the Names’—unless the HOLY GHOST was 
GOD in the same sense as GOD the FATHER and 
Gop the SON? 

Again in S. John’s Gospel we read his record of 
our LoRD’s words, “ But the Comforter, which is the 
HOLY GHOST, whom the FATHER will send in My 


* S. Matt. xxviil. 19 (R.v.). 
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Name, He shall teach you all things, and bring all 
things to your remembrance, whatsoever I have said 
unto you”; or again, “ Howbeit when He, the 
Spirit of truth, is come, He will guide you into all 
truth: for He shall not speak of Himself; but what- 
soever He shall hear, that shall He speak: and He 
will show you things to come. He shall glorify Me: 
for He shall receive of Mine, and shall show it unto 
you.” ? In many other passages our LORD obvi- 
ously speaks of the HOLY SPIRIT as distinct from 
the FATHER and from Himself, eg. “When the 
Comforter is come, whom I will send unto you from 
the FATHER, even the Spirit of truth, which pro- 
ceedeth from the FATHER, He shall bear witness of 
Me's 

Take another passage, this time from the Acts of 
the Apostles, “And as they ministered to the 
LORD, and fasted, the HOLY GHOST said, Separate 
Me (note the word ‘Me’) Barnabas and Saul for 
the work whereunto I have called them. 
So they, being sent forth by the HoLy GHOST, 
departed unto Seleucia.” 4 

In these passages the HOLY GHOST is represented 
as speaking, guiding, teaching, sending forth; all 
these are actions which we associate with a Person. 
So we speak of the Person of the HOLY GHOST, 
not because this word adequately expresses what 
He is, but because we have no better word to use. 
In spite of this, however, we are very often tempted 


1 S. John xiv. 26. 2 ibid. xvi. 13, 14. 
3 ibid. xv. 26 (R.v.). 4 Acts xiii. 2, 4. 
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to think of the HOLY SPIRIT as an influence, pro- 
_ ceeding from GOD, rather than as a distinct Person 
in the Godhead. We cannot reconcile such a con- 
ception of the HOLY GHOST with the words of our 
LORD and with those of S. Luke (the writer of the 
Acts of the Apostles) about the HOLY GHOST 
“ speaking. We do sometimes talk of a speaking 
likeness, but that is really a metaphorical use of 
the term “speaking.” We should not talk of an 
influence “speaking” in the sense of deliberate 
utterance, as it is used in these passages, It Is 
more difficult, I admit, to conceive of the HOLY 
GHOST as personal than it is to conceive of the 
FATHER and the SON as Persons. Yet the lan- 
guage of the New Testament concerning the HOLY 
SPIRIT is robbed of all meaning unless we ascribe 
personality to the HOLY GHOST in the same way 
that we ascribe it to the FATHER and the SON. 

3. Lhe Procession of the Hoty GHOST. 

In a passage quoted in the foregoing section our 
LORD describes the HOLY GHOST as the Spirit of 
truth, which proceedeth from the FATHER. 

The Nicene Creed and Article V both assert that 
He proceeds from the FATHER and the SON. 
These words “and the SON” were not in the 
Creed as it was recited at the Council of Chalcedon, 
so, for the moment, we will ignore these words, and 
confine our attention to the meaning of the word 
“ proceeding.” 

Here the Creed commonly called the Creed of 
S. Athanasius will help us to apprehend the tech- 
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nical sense in which this term is employed. In the 
Athanasian Creed we read “ The HOLY GHOST is 
of the FATHER ... neither made, nor created, nor 
begotten, but proceeding.” 

When we assert that the HOLY GHOST Is “ xezther 
made, nor created,” we are merely employing another 
form of words to express our belief that the HOLY 
GHOST is very and eternal GoD, When we add the 
words “wor begotten,’ we further declare that, 
although the HOLY GHOST stands in a definite 
relationship to the FATHER, yet that relationship 
differs from the relationship in which the SON 
stands to the FATHER. The HoOLy GHOST is 
not begotten; He is not a second SON of the 
FATHER. When we add the words “ dut proceed- 
ing,’ we further assert that the relationship of the 
HOLY GHOST to the FATHER is fittingly described 
by the word “ proceeding.” Both the Latin word 
“ Spiritus” and the Greek word svetya (pneuma) 
literally mean “ Breath.” The HOLy SPIRIT pro- 
ceeding from the FATHER is compared as it were 
to the Breath of GOD proceeding from Him. 

A scholar of great ability, both as a philosopher 
and a theologian, in a volume published by him not 
many years ago defies any theologian to state what 
is the exact difference of relationship expressed by 
saying that the SON is degotten of the FATHER, and 
that the HOLY GHOST proceeds from the FATHER. 
There does not seem to be very much point in 
the challenge. Although no theologian could state 
the precise difference, yet even the ordinary man can 
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see some difference between “paternity ” and “ spira- 
tion,” ie. between “ fatherhood” and “ breathing.” 
You are the source, though you are not the father, 
of your breath. 

But the writer must surely have forgotten for the 
moment that these terms are beyond criticism. 
Whatever may be said as to the wisdom or un- 
wisdom of the Church in selecting such terms as 
“person” and “substance,” the same cannot be 
applied to these terms. Whatever criticisms may 
be directed against other terms, the terms “ begot- 
ten” and “ proceeding” are beyond criticism. The 
Church did not choose them: they were chosen 
beforehand: our LORD Himself selected them. He 
taught us to “believe in the Name of the only- 
begotten SON of GoD.”* Heannounced the coming 
of the HOLY GHOST as the coming of “the Spirit of 
truth, which proceedeth from the FATHER.” ? If there 
had been any other terms intelligible to man which 
would have more perfectly expressed these relation- 
ships, we may be sure that our LORD would have 
employed them. Therefore we need have no hesita- 
tion in saying that these terms are beyond criticism; 
for our LORD Himself used these words as suficzently, 
though imperfectly expressing the truth of the Divine 
Nature. 

We will now consider the introduction of the 
words “ and the SON ” into this clause of the Creed, 
first its history, then its significance. 

The Creed of Nicaea, you will remember, ended 

* S, John iii. 18. 2 ibid. xv. 26. 


156 THE CREED OF CHRISTENDOM 


abruptly with the words, “And in the HOLy 
GHOST”: it contained no statement concerning His 
procession. Our Nicene Creed, as recited at Chal- 
cedon, contained only the Scriptural phrase, “ Who 
proceedeth from the FATHER,” and continued, 
“Who with the FATHER, and the SON, together is 
worshipped and glorified,’ etc. It was not until the 
Third Council of Toledo in A.D. 589 that the words 
“and the SON” appear in the text of the Creed. 

Up to this time Spain had been Arian in belief. 
Now, under King Reccared, the heresy was re- 
nounced, and the Catholic Faith was formally 
accepted. The assembled bishops recited both the 
Creed of Nicaea and the Chalcedonian Creed ; but 
in this latter there occur two variations from the 
original text. The first (“GOD of GOD”) need not 
detain us now; but the second, the interpolation of 
the words “and the SON,” has been, and still is, the 
subject of much controversy. 

How did the interpolation arise? It was prob- 
ably guzte accidental, ‘There is no reason to believe 
that the bishops at Toledo had any idea that their 
form of the Creed differed from that generally 
received by the rest of the Catholic Church. Their 
object was to assert that they held the same belief as 
was held by the bishops present at the Councils of 
Nicaea, Constantinople, the First Council of Ephesus, 
and that of Chalcedon. Probably these words crept 
into the service books of the Church by the error of 
some copyist, and so came to be regarded as part 
of the original Creed. In the fourth century this 
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Creed had come to be recited at the Communion 
Service. The phrase “and the SON” would very 
likely have been familiar to the orthodox in Spain, 
because it occurs in a profession of faith made at an 
earlier Council of Toledo in A.D. 447. Any copyist 
who was acquainted with the proceedings of that 
Council, when making a new copy of the Service 
Book for Holy Communion, might very easily have 
inserted these words quite mechanically. For 
instance, the doxology at the end of the Lorp’s 
Prayer is regarded by many people as an integral 
part of the LORD’s Prayer, yet it is an addition, 
which probably arose from liturgical use in Syria, 
and so found its way into the text of S. Matthew’s 
Gospel. 

Apparently it was not till A.D. 787 that attention 
was drawn to this interpolation. It came about in 
rather a curious way. At a later Council of Nicaea 
held in that year a letter was read from Tarasius, 
Bishop of Constantinople, containing the words, 
“Who proceedeth from the FATHER, through the 
Son,” which phrase was accepted by the Council 
as orthodox. Nevertheless the Council brought its 
proceedings to a close by reciting the Chalcedonian 
Creed in its original form—‘“ Who proceedeth from 
the FATHER.” 

When the proceedings of the Council became 
known in the West, an objection to them was raised 
under the influence of Charlemagne, on the ground 
that Tarasius’ doctrine did not agree with the 
Nicene Creed. Apparently Charlemagne only knew 
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the Creed with the interpolation, and so came to 
make a charge which was the exact reverse of the 
actual facts. He imagined that the bishops at the 
Second Council of Nicaea had omitted part of the 
Nicene Creed, whereas in reality the supposed 
omission was an addition hitherto unknown to them. 
From that time onwards controversy has been rife 
between East and West as to the question of the 
double procession of the HOLY GHOST. Orthodox 
Christians in Russia and Greece still accuse the 
Prayer Book of containing false teaching in this 
respect, because our version of the Nicene Creed 
contains the phrase “and the SON.” 

The controversies over this phrase have been of 
value in one way, because they bring out the dis- 
tinction between two things which are apt to be 
confused by many people, viz. the eternal procession, 
and the ¢emporal mission of the HOLY GHOST. 

By the ezernal procession we mean the relation- 
ship of the HOLY GHOST to the other Persons of 
the Holy Trinity within the Godhead, quite apart 
from the created world. 

By the temporal mission we mean the sending 
down of the HOLY SPIRIT upon the Church by our 
LORD after His Ascension. The temporal mission 
of the HOLY GHOST is certainly from the FATHER 
and the SON. “The Comforter, even the HOLY 
SPIRIT, whom the Fa7THeER will send in My 
Name,”* is one statement of our LORD con- 
cerning it; so, too, are the words, “ But when 


1 S. John xiv. 26 (R.v.). 
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the Comforter is come, whom J will send unto 
you from the FATHER.” ? 

The eternal procession of the HOLY GHOST is, 
I think, more fittingly described by the words of 
Tarasius, “ Who proceedeth from the FATHER 
through the SON,” than by the words of our Nicene 
Creed, “ Who proceedeth from the FATHER and the 
SON.” | 

The words “and the SON” do not necessarily 
imply more than the words “through the SON.” 
They may be interpreted in that sense, but they 
certainly do suggest the idea that there are two 
sources of Being within the Godhead. This is the 
_ ground upon which the Eastern Orthodox object so 
strongly to their use. The FATHER alone is the 
Fount or Source of Being within the Godhead. One 
ancient illustration of the true doctrine of the pro- 
cession of the HOLY SPIRIT is taken from “ water,” 
which is one of the types of the HOLY SPIRIT 
endorsed by our LORD Himself.?, The water, which 
comes from the river and from its source, may serve 
as an illustration of the procession of the HOLY 
SPIRIT from the FATHER andthe SON. The source 
or spring is the origin of the water, but it comes to 
us through the medium of the river. 

“The Holy Land,” writes the late Archdeacon 
Freeman, “furnishes us with a magnificent illustra- 
tion of what is meant. Not far from Caesarea 


* S. John xv. 26 (R.v.) 
2 ibid. vii. 37-39, and chap. iv. 10-15; cf. also Rev. 
641 Ok 
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Philippi the primary sfving of the Jordan rushes 
forth with the greatest violence, and immediately 
forms a deep and large fount; the largest probably, 
says Mr. Tristram, in the world. From this fount 
or well the Jordan proper flows. It issues forth, 
that is, from the spring, and from that alone as its 
primary source; but it proceeds also, in strictest 
truth, from the fount or well, only zo¢ as its primary 
source. In this most real sense the HOLY GHOST 
‘ proceedeth from the FATHER and the SON.’ ”: 

No illustration, of course, can be an exact parallel, 
but this will help us to grasp the true meaning of 
the words “and the SON” as they stand in our 
Nicene Creed. 

Probably if we made this clear by substituting 
Tarasius’ phraseology “through the SON ” for “and 
the SON,” one cause of dissension would be removed, 
though even then the Eastern Orthodox might justly 
contend that the words were an unwarrantable 
interpolation, for no part of the Christian Church 
has the right to make any alteration in, or addition 
to, the Creed which was adopted by the whole 
Church, unless it has at least the tacit consent 
of the whole body. We could only plead in self- 
defence that the insertion of these words originally 
was the result of inadvertence, not of deliberate 
action. 

But it is even more important that we should 
grasp the practical bearing of our belief in the nature 


« Letter in the Guardian, November 6, 1872. Quoted in 
Gibson, The Thirty-nine Articles, p. 214. 
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of GOD as a Trinity in Pay and in the work of 
the HOLy Spirit. 

The essence of the doctrine of the HOLY SPIRIT 
is this, that GOD reveals Himself, or even more, that 
it is His nature eternally to reveal Himself. 

Creation is in itselfa revelation of GOD, a present- 
ment of His thought. Ina much higher sense GOD 
gradually revealed Himself to the growing intellect 
and conscience of mankind. “ He spake by the 
prophets”—most clearly and fully by the Jewish 
prophets—but not by them alone. The Word of 
Gop was the light which lighteth every man, 
Socrates, Confucius, the writers of the Hindu Vedas, 
in every age and in every nation. This is not a 
modern idea; it was fully recognized by Justin 
Martyr (c. A.D. 150); S. Paul himself voices the 
same idea in his speech at Athens.* Yet all these 
revelations were but broken and imperfect lights. 
The revelation had been made “in divers portions, 
and in divers manners,” ? till in the end of these 
days GOD spoke to man by His SON. 

In one sense that revelation made by the Incarna- 
tion of GoD the SON was final, but it needs to be 
unfolded and brought home to the minds and con- 
science of men. This is the work of the HOLY 
SPIRIT now. His work is not the giving of a new 
revelation, but the unfolding of the revelation given 
in CHRIST. “ He shall take of Mine, and shall show 
it unto you.”* When we profess our belief in the 
HOLy SPIRIT, we affirm that the showing unto us Is 


* Acts xvii. 28. 2 Heb.i.m  .3 S$, John xvi. 14. 
Y 


162 THE CREED OF CHRISTENDOM 


still going on, that GOD is still in contact with the 
human spirit. 
‘Gop, Who at sundry times in manners many 
Spake to our fathers, and is speaking still, 


Eager to find if ever, or if any 
Souls will obey, and hearken to His will.” 


“Ts speaking still.” That is the essence of our 
belief in the HOLY SPIRIT. In wireless telegraphy 
the receiver must be attuned to the same pitch as 
the transmitter, otherwise it fails to record the 
message, So, too, unless our spirit is tuned to 
correspond with the Spirit of GOD we shall fail to 
receive the message. “He that hath an ear,” says 
S. John, “let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the 
Churches.” ? 


t Myers, S. Paul. 2 Rev. ii. 11. 
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CHAPTER XIV 
THE CHURCH 


And I believe one Catholick and Apostolick Church. 


N the form of the Nicene Creed adopted at the 
Council of Chalcedon this clause ran as follows : 
“In one holy Catholic and Apostolic Church.” 

It is unfortunate that the word “holy” should 
have been omitted in our version, because this word 
has been associated with the word “church” from 
the earliest times in the Baptismal Creed. The first 
translation of the Nicene Creed into English was 
made by Archbishop Cranmer. The word “holy” 
does not occur in the old Latin texts of the Nicene 
Creed used at Rome and in Spain, but it is not 
known how it came to be omitted; I presume it 
did not occur in other texts of the Creed which 
Cranmer was able to consult. We can hardly sup- 
pose that he deliberately omitted the word “holy ” 
from the Nicene Creed, while he retained it in the 
Apostles’ Creed; though he did substitute the words 
“ And I believe” for the one word “In.” Probably 
the original omission was due to a copyist’s error, 
which remained uncorrected, 

But what do we mean when we profess to believe 
in one holy Catholic and Apostolic Church? It 
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does not seem to accord with facts. Perhaps we 
pay a visit to a friend who lives in one of our large 
towns. As we go down the road on Sunday morning 
we see a number of people passing into a building 
to worship GOD together. ‘“ What church is that ?” 
we inquire. ‘“ That is the Roman Catholic church,” 
our friend replies. We pass along the road, and per- 
haps not three hundred yards away we see another 
building with another set of people entering it. We 
ask the same question. “ That is the Congregational 
chapel,” our friend replies, “ and this is the Church 
of England church,” he remarks as we turn the 
corner into another road, 

We have grown so accustomed to this that as 
a rule we do not pause to think. We do not say 
to ourselves: “ Can this be a right state of things? 
All these people profess to be Christians; why 
cannot they all worship GOD together? Most of 
them, too, would say that they believe in one holy 
Catholic and Apostolic Church, and yet they hold 
aloof from one another. This cannot be what 
CHRIST intended. What does it all mean? How 
has it come about? What can I do to bring such 
a state of things to an end?” 

No, we are so used to the spectacle that we con- 
stantly acquiesce in it; we regard it as the ordinary 
and natural state of affairs, and never consider 
whether it is right or wrong, or how we can reconcile 
it with our belief in one holy Catholic and Apostolic 
Church. 

Perhaps the best way for us to proceed will be to 
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examine the meaning of each of these five words 
separately, and to take them in the reverse order, 
beginning from the word “church” and working 
backwards to the word “one.” 


CHURCH 


The word Church is the term generally used 
in English to represent the Greek word éxkAnoia 
(Ecclesia), which was simply transliterated into the 
Latin language, but not into our own tongue, though 
we use the adjective “ecclesiastical.” (“Ecclesiastical 
intelligence” means “news about business relating 
to the Church.’) 

In classical Greek the word “Ecclesia”? means an 
assembly such as that which in a free city carried on 
the public business. In the Greek version of the 
Old Testament, called the Septuagint, it is generally 
used to represent the Hebrew 5np (Kahal), the “ con- 
gregation” of Israel, i.e. the assembly of the whole 
people gathered together for religious purposes. It 
conveys the notion of a number of people gathered 
into an organized body, not a mere crowd, but 
a society. 

The fact that our LORD took this as the name ot 
His new society * conveys to our minds two ideas: 
first that the Church was to be an organized body, 
and secondly that it was to be the new assembly 
of the people of Gop. 

Thus in the New Testament the name “ Ecclesia” 
became the regular name for the new society. But 


t S. Matt. xvi. 18. 
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even then its use varies slightly. Sometimes it is 
used to denote the whole society throughout the 
world.* Sometimes it denotes the Church in a 
particular place”; and sometimes a particular con- 
eregation accustomed to meet in somebody’s house.3 
But in these latter usages of the term it denotes 
a local group of Christians, which in that place repre- 
sents the whole society of which it is an integral 
part. S. Paul speaks of the Church a¢ Corinth rather 
than the Church of Corinth, and the former phrase 
certainly does not suggest the idea of an independent 
society, though the latter does not necessarily convey 
any such notion. 

The Church, then, is a society which our LORD 
formed to continue the work on earth which He had 
begun. His plan was not to set down His teaching 
in a book for men to make what they could of it, but 
to form a society which He could trust to carry on 
His work. In Galilee He gathered around Him 
a band of disciples. He chose them, not they Him, 
“ He called unto Him whom He would” ;+ out of 
these He chose twelve, whom He trained to be 
Apostles, ic. men sent out to execute His purpose. 
He trained them for their future work by sending 
them out on short journeys to teach and to heal the 
sick.s When they returned, they came to our LORD 
and reported what they had done and what they had 


7S. Matt. xvi. 18;' Acts ii, 47 (A.V.) 3) 1) Cons aiteae 
Eph. i. 22; Acts xx. 28. 

4.olh nese. 4. te. 0) Corut, 2y 

3 1 Cor, xvi. 9; Col. iv. 15. 

4 S. Mark iii. 13. 5 S, Matt. x—xi. 1. 
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taught,’ and then no doubt He showed them how to 
improve their methods. 

You may sometimes hear it said that our Lorp 
did not come to found a Church. If the speaker 
merely means by his words that this was not the 
main purpose of the Incarnation, it is of course quite 
true; our LORD came to save men from sinning.? 
He came to restore spiritual life to men,3 to restore 
man to his right relationship toGop, That was His 
main purpose; that is what He came on earth to do; 
but in order to fulfil this purpose He formed the 
Church to be the instrument by which His purpose 
might be accomplished. 

This, however, is not, as a rule, what the speaker 
intends to convey. What he means is that CHRIST 
did not form a Church, that He merely left a system 
of doctrine, and that men who accepted this doc- 
trine then formed themselves into a Church or a 
number of churches, just as a number of cricketers 
might form themselves into a cricket club or a 
number of cricket clubs, 

It is difficult to reconcile such a view with what 
we are told in the Gospels and the Acts of the 
Apostles. It was certainly not the view of those 
who recited the Nicene Creed at the Council of 
Chalcedon. Rightly or wrongly, they believed 
that the Church was a society formed by CHRIST, 
not a voluntary association formed by those who 
were already Christians through their admission to 


t S. Mark vi. 30. 2 S, Luke xix. to. 
Silat OME X 10. 
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the society by Holy Baptism.* The bishops at 
Chalcedon, like the New Testament writers, regarded 
new believers as having been admitted into a body 
previously existing and as being in duty bound, so 
long as they remained in it, to continue steadfastly in 
the Apostles’ doctrine and fellowship. 

The same is true of the bishops at the earlier 
Council of Nicaea. Although the actual Creed, as 
drawn up at that Council, contained no clause 
professing belief in the Church, nevertheless, in the 
statement appended to the Creed, the “Catholic and 
Apostolic Church” is said to condemn the errors of 
Arius. This is worthy of note, because the special 
task for which the bishops were gathered together 
at Nicaea was to bear witness to what it was that 
each one had received as being the original teaching. 
Consequently we may infer that the conception of 
the Church as Catholic and Apostolic was part of 
the original faith delivered to the bishops who 
were gathered at Nicaea. 

We will now examine briefly the meaning of the 
words employed to describe the Church. 


The Notes of the Church, There are commonly 
said to be four notes or distinguishing features of 
the Church. The Church is One, is Holy, is Catho- 
lic, is Apostolic. ; 

We will continue our backward process in con- 
sidering these four notes. The first of them, “ Unity,” 
is so large a question, and seems to most people to 


* Acte li. 41; x Cor.-x.23, 
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present such an insoluble problem that we will 
reserve the investigation of it for a separate chapter. 
Obviously, if the Church is neither Holy, nor Catho- 
lic, nor Apostolic, we need not trouble ourselves 
about its unity. 

APOSTOLIC 

It is recorded in the Acts of the Apostles that the 
three thousand souls who were baptized on the Day 
of Pentecost continued steadfastly in the Apostles’ 
doctrine and fellowship. Any body of Christians, 
then, who wish to be considered an integral part of 
the Church, is Apostolic if they can show that they 
do the same. It is easy to see what is meant by 
-continuing steadfastly in the Apostles’ doctrine. 
They must believe and teach the same doctrine as 
the Apostles believed and taught, without omitting 
anything from it or adding anything to it, as a 
necessary part of the Christian Faith. 

But how can they show that they are still in 
fellowship with the Apostles? What can they 
bring forward as evidence that the body to which 
they belong is part of the body to which the 
Apostles belonged? Is there any link which will 
connect the Church of to-day with the Church of 
the Apostles’ day ? 

The Apostles were commissioned by CHRIST 
Himself to carry on His work, Did the Apostles 
commission any others to carry on their work ? 
And did these, in their turn, who were commissioned 
by the Apostles, commission others to continue their 
work after them, viz. to continue to preach the pure 

Z 
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word of GOD, and to administer the Sacraments 
according to CHRIST’S ordinance? If they did, 
that would certainly be a link which would connect 
a body of Christians to-day with the Church of the 
Apostles’ day. Now we certainly do read in the 
New Testament: of the Apostles commissioning 
other men to share with them, and to carry on 


after them the work and the government of the 
Church. 


There is not, however, sufficient evidence in 
the New Testament to show exactly what were 
the functions, or what were the exact titles 
of these officers of the Church whom the Apos- 
tles appointed. Shortly after the New Testa- 
ment times there comes a gap in Church 
History. It was the age of persecution. As one 
writer has said, the Church becomes something like 
a train which has gone into a tunnel. A person 
outside may see the train come out of the tunnel, 
but cannot see what happens to the train while in 
the tunnel. When, however, the Church emerged 
from the tunnel about A.D. 250, we do find that the 
organization of the Church’s ministry and the titles 
of her ministers have by this time crystalized. 
Everywhere we find the Church episcopally organ- 
ized; that is to say, we find the Church in every 
place governed by a bishop assisted by two lower 
ranks or orders in the ministry, viz. priests and 
deacons. 

This is the link which the Prayer Book fastens 


* Acts vi. 2-73 xiil. 3,4; xiv. 23; 2 Tim.i. 6; Titusi. 5. 
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on as the guarantee of the continuity of the Church 
of to-day with the Church of the Apostles. 

If you look in your Prayer Book right at the end 
beyond the Psalms, you will find bound up with the 
Book of Common Prayer “The form and manner 
of making, ordaining, and consecrating of Bishops, 
Priests, and Deacons, according to the order of the 
Church of England.” We generally speak of these 
three services as “The Ordination Services,” or 
“The Ordinal.” The Preface to the Ordinal makes 
the following statements: “It is evident unto all 
men diligently reading holy Scripture and ancient 
authors, that from the Apostles’ time there have 
been these Orders of Ministers in CHRIST’S Church; 
Bishops, Priests, and Deacons. . . 

“ And therefore, to the intent that these Orders 
may be continued, and reverently used and esteemed, 
in the Church of England; no man shall be accounted 
or taken to be a lawful Bishop, Priest, or Deacon in 
the Church of England, or suffered to execute any 
of the said functions, except he be called, tried, 
examined, and admitted thereunto, according to the 
Form hereafter following, or hath had formerly 
Episcopal Consecration, or Ordination.” 

Thus the compilers of the Prayer Book appear to 
regard the possession of an Apostolic ministry and 
the maintenance of Apostolic doctrine as two 
features to be looked for in any body which claims 
to be continuous with the Church of the Apostles’ 
day. 

The possession of an Apostolic ministry, that is 
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to say, a line of bishops which reaches back to the 
Apostles, as guaranteeing the continuity of Apos- 
tolic doctrine, is commonly spoken of as the doctrine 
of Apostolical Succession. 


CATHOLIC 


The word “Catholic” is the Greek for “universal,” 
The Church is said to be for all races of men and all 
kinds of men. The religion of the Jews was for one 
nation; the Catholic religion is for the whole world. 
Secondly, the Church is Catholic because she teaches 
the whole truth. The opposite of the word ‘ Catho- 
lic” is “ Heretic,” not, as many people think, “ Pro- 
testant.” 

“Catholic” and “Heretic,” ‘“ Protestant” and 
“ Papist,” “ Black” and “White” are pairs of oppo- 
site terms. The word “ heretic” means “ chooser,” 
i.e. one who picks and chooses; one who does not 
keep the proportion of faith, but teaches certain 
truths to the exclusion of others equally true. He 
may teach something actually false, or he may not 
go so far as that ; but, by laying undue emphasis on 
some truths, he gives a false impression of the whole. 
The word “heretic” does not necessarily mean more 
than this, but the term has come to suggest a factious 
and contentious person, because, as a matter of fact, 
the “heretic,” being unduly obsessed with a partial 
truth, has generally pressed his ideas in season and 
out of season, and has lost his sense of proportion. 

The individual, if he is a thoughtful man, will 
generally have a tendency towards heresy, because 
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we are not all “built the same way,” and some articles 
of the Creed will appeal more to one mind, other 
articles to another. It is not easy to keep the due 
proportion of faith, We can only do so by con- 
stantly bearing in mind that, if our own opinion 
differs from that which is the general teaching of the 
whole body, it is more probable that we should be 
one-sided, and the whole Church balanced rather 
than that the reverse should be the case. And so the 
rule of S. Vincent of Lerins, “Quod semper, quod 
ubique, quod ab omnibus” (that which has been 
held at all times, that which has been held in all 
places, that which has been held by all men), is a 
very good test of catholicity. 


HOLY 


The Church is holy because the Church is the 
Body of CHRIST, and He is holy. This does not 
mean that every single member of the Church is 
completely holy. On earth there will always be 
tares among the wheat in CHRIST’S field. Most of 
the divisions in the Church on earth have been the 
result of premature attempts to root up the tares. 
But the Church exists in order to set men apart for 
holiness, to render each one holy. That is her very 
raison détre. Numbers are nothing, orthodoxy of 
Creed is nothing, sacramental grace is nothing, if no 
result is to be seen in the growing holiness of the 
lives of her members. 
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CHAPTER XV 
UNITY 


And I believe one Catholick and Apostolick Church. 


HE Church is one, because the Church is the 
Body of CHRIST, and He is one. “ Is CHRIST 
divided ?”* says the Apostle. CHRIST cannot be 
divided, therefore the Church cannot be divided. 
“ There is one Body, and one Spirit.”? You never 
find one soul with more than one body. If there is 
only one spirit there can be only one body, because 
the body is the means of self-expression of the 
spirit. Strictly speaking, the unity of the Church 
cannot be broken, but the visibility of that unity may 
be marred. 

This brings us back to our original difficulty. 
“ How can we profess to believe in the Church as 
one, when the facts of the case seem to be that the 
Church is split up into innumerable fragments ? ” 

Various answers are given to this question. . The 
Roman Catholic will tell you that Unzty of Organ- 
7zation is all important; that S. Peter was the Prince 
of the Apostles; that the Bishop of Rome is the 
successor of S. Peter. But by the term “ Prince 


MERE MGOL, 1. XS: 2 Eph. iv. 4. 
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of the Apostles” he really means that Peter was a 
kind of super-Apostle (much in the same way that 
Nietzsche engendered the notion that the ideal 
German was the super-man). Consequently that 
just as S. Peter was a kind of super-Apostle, so the 
Bishop of Rome is a kind of super-bishop, not bishop 
of one diocese, not an archbishop (or chief bishop), 
but “universal bishop,” head over all the rest; so 
that all other bishops derive their authority from 
him. Consequently the one Church consists of the 
Bishop of Rome, and all who are in communion 
with him; all other professing Christians are out- 
side the one Church. 

The Orthodox Church of the East lays more 
stress upon Unzty of Doctrine than upon unity 
of organization. Episcopacy (i.e. the three Orders 
—Bishops, Priests, and Deacons) is indeed an 
essential part of the organization of the Church, but 
the claim of the Pope to be a head bishop over all 
the rest is without historical foundation. Yet even 
the preservation of Episcopacy is not everything, 
True, no body of professing Christians which is not 
Episcopally organized can be an integral part of the 
one Church; but Apostolic doctrine is even more 
important. No body of professing Christians which 
has tampered with the Nicene Creed, and inserted 
the words “and the SON,” can be held to be an 
integral part of the one Church while it clings to this 
unwarranted interpolation. 

The English Church is more guarded. As we 
have seen, her formularies lay stress both on the 
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preservation of Apostolic doctrine, “the pure Word 
of GOD,”* and on the preservation of Episcopacy. 
She does not say that other bodies which are not 
Episcopally organized are not part of the one 
Church, neither, on the other hand, does she admit 
that they are. 

Supposing you were to find a man occupying 
a piece of land which he claimed was his own. You 
might very justly ask him to produce his title deeds, 
i.e. legal documents showing how he came to be 
entitled to it, whether he obtained it by inheritance 
from his ancestors, or by purchase, and if by pur- 
chase, whether the person from whom he bought it 
was entitled to it, and soon. If he could show his 
title deeds and they were in order, you would admit 
his claim to be the owner of the land. If he could 
not do so, you might very justly doubt his. claim. 
It would be indeed possible that he really was the 
owner of the land, but had lost or mislaid his title 
deeds. Nevertheless you would be quite justified in 
reserving judgement and saying, “ Until you can 
produce your title deeds or some other equally good 
evidence, I prefer not to have any dealings with you 
concerning the land, or the use of it, because it 
might afterwards turn out that your title to it was 
not good, even though you yourself were not aware 
of any defect in it and acted entirely in good faith.” 

That, I think, might be taken as an illustration of 
the attitude of the English Church towards the 
Nonconformist bodies. She acknowledges the claim 

t Acts xix. 8-20. 
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of every baptized person to be a member of the 
Church of CHRIST; she reserves judgement on the 
claim of a congregation of such persons to be an 
integral portion of the Church of CHRIST, and on 
the claim of the ministers of such congregations to 
be lawful ministers of CHRIST. She withholds her 
assent to those two claims; she will not admit 
them unless she can see the title deeds ; but she will 
not absolutely deny them. 

Up to the time of that great upheaval called the 
Reformation, nobody doubted that Episcopacy was 
a necessary factor in the constitution of the Church. 
When, however, foreign reformers failed to carry 
their bishops with them and separated from them, 
they were compelled to justify their action by 
seeking some new theory of the constitution of the 
Church, They set up a doctrine of the /uvzszble 
Church, which consisted of true believers known 
only to GOD; they decried all organization as mere 
externalism, and regarded membership of any Chris- 
tian body as a thing of little or no account compared 
with membership in the invisible Church. It is 
difficult to reconcile such a theory with our LORD’S 
prayer for His Apostles and for all others who 
through them should afterwards believe on Him. 
He prayed not only that they all might be one, even 
as the Holy Trinity is one, but that the sight of 
this unity might convince the world of the truth of 
His mission. ! 

The modern non-episcopally organized bodies do 

* S. John xvii. 20-26. 
ZA 
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not, as a rule, put forward this theory nowadays 
quite in this way. The average Nonconformist 
starts from the relationship of the individual soul to 
Gop. His theory is that a group of individual 
believers join themselves together into “a Church,” 
and the sum total of all these Churches is “the 
Church” of CHRIST. He may urge that in the early 
Church not every local congregation was organized 
on Episcopal lines, and therefore no one has the 
right to maintain that Episcopacy is essential; that 
it is only one out of many possible forms of Church 
government. His first contention is probably true, 
but is his inference from it justifiable? We do find 
Episcopacy generally established by about A.D. 250. 
Is it competent for any group of believers to adopt 
another form of organization without the consent of 
the whole body, and yet to claim to be an integral 
part of the body? The Nonconformist’s theory of 
the unity of the Church would appear to be funda- 
mentally the same as that of the foreign reformers— 
the unity of the Church is an invisible unity, 

Every one of these answers to the question as to 
what is meant by the “ One” Church does contain a 
fragment of truth. If it were not so, they would 
have perished long ago. It is extremely difficult to 
frame any coherent theory of the Church which will 
correspond with all the facts of experience. We 
profess a belief in the visible unity of the Church, 
and we see all around us a divided Christendom. 
We find the various Christian bodies, if not as a rule 
nowadays actually fighting with one another, at best 
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merely tolerant of one another, seldom able to take 
- common action against evil. 

To say that the unity of the Church is unbroken, 
but that the visibility of that unity is obscured, will 
seem to many to be a distinction without a differ- 
ence; nevertheless, it is not entirely without 
meaning. 

The members of a family may quarrel with one 
another violently; this or that brother may cease 
to have any dealings with the majority of its mem- 
bers; he may even change his name; but he does 
not cease to be a member of the family. The 
harmony of the family may be destroyed by his 
action, but the unity of the family remains. That 
rests upon a factor outside his control; it depends 
upon consanguinity ; he cannot change the blood in 
his veins. 

The Church is the people of GOD; and a people, 
a nation, is but an expansion of the family. In the 
New Testament the Church is frequently spoken of 
in terms of the family.t. The members of the Church 
are said to have been begotten again, not of cor- 
ruptible seed but of incorruptible, through the word 
of GOD which liveth and abideth.? Or again, “Be 
not ye called Rabbi; for one is your teacher, and 
all ye are brethren. And call no man your father 
on the earth; for one is your FATHER, which is 
in heaven.” $ 


Prete eke) 2 33) Xie, 175 XV; 295) 1. Corexvi.2o3) Heb, ii 63 
Rom. viii. 16, 29; Gal. iii. 26. 
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The Church is a family; it is something living; 
it springs from one origin; it is an organism rather 
than an organization. 

A well-known writer has recently emphasized the 
fact that the visible unity of the Church is based on 
Holy Baptism: “ The Church is primarily a family, 
a brotherhood. And since the new birth is normally 
effected, exceptions apart, by means of a sacrament, 
a visible sign, it follows that this brotherhood, this 
family, this people, this nation, is visibly one. It 
consists of those who are regenerate and born anew 
of water and of the HOLY GHOST. 

“This one family is torn by schism. Frequent 
enough, sadly frequent, is discord in a family. Is 
the family therefore severed into ¢wo families, or 
can one part claim to be the whole? Brothers may 
quarrel atrociously ; do they therefore cease to be 
brothers, or can one cast out another from the 
brotherhood? ... Schism is trouble wzthin the 
Church,” 

To say that the visible unity of the Church con- 
sists in the fact that entrance into the Church is 
normally effected by means of the visible sign of the 
Holy Baptism, may seem to assert a very low degree 
of visibility ; but, beyond this, most Christians do 
afford in their lives some trace of the possession of 
the HOLY SPIRIT, some evidence of their heavenly 
birth, even though they are not always conscious of 
it themselves. For example, many soldiers at the 


* The Rev. T. A. Lacey, Unity and Schism, p. 143. (The 
italics are mine.) 
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Front have been performing most Christian actions 
without realizing that they are specifically Chris- 
tian. 

We must not, however, be content with this low 
degree of visibility. Our LORD’S desire was, and is, 
that the unity of the Church might possess such 
a high degree of visibility that the world could not 
fail to perceive it. Schisms render it well nigh 
invisible. 

It takes two to make a quarrel; it seldom hap- 
pens in any quarrel that one side is entirely right 
and the other entirely wrong. In order to heal the 
schisms, the divisions, within the Church, our first 
duty will be to search for the beam in our own eye 
rather than for the mote in our brother’s eye. It is 
no use trying to force the pace. Perhaps the most 
effective step which you and I can take at present 
towards restoring the outward unity of Christendom 
is to arouse among our fellow Christians as much 
“divine discontent” as possible with the present 
state of affairs; to impress upon them that we are 
not content to acquiesce perpetually in these breaches 
of outward fellowship, that we are ready to re- 
examine the grounds of our dissensions. Both sides 
must be prepared to sacrifice prejudices and privi- 
leges, but not to sacrifice principles. That, I know, 
raises the vexed question as to what are principles. 

Some years ago Father Herbert Kelly, then 
Director of the Society of the Sacred Mission, 
suggested that, as Episcopacy was an historic fact, 
we might unite on a basis of Episcopacy as a 
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guarantee of continuity. The Rev. R. J. Camp- 
bell has more recently struck the same note. Others 
are gradually approaching the same point of view. 
I do not say that Episcopacy is nothing more than 
the guarantee of continuity. It may be or it may 
not be; but it would be a great point gained if we 
could agree so far, for the present loss of outward 
unity among professing Christians is a terrible hind- 
rance both to missionary work and to combating 
every form of social evil. For a Nonconformist 
minister to be reordained by an Anglican or Roman 
or Eastern bishop, or for an Anglican prelate to be 
reordained by a Roman or an Eastern bishop would 
indeed involve a sacrifice of pride, but not necessarily 
a sacrifice of principle. Or, indeed, there might be 
reciprocal ordination on either side to meet the 
present position, on the understanding that in future 
the giving of ministerial commissions should be con- 
fined to the Episcopate only. Nothing good has 
ever been accomplished except at the cost of sacri- 
fice. It is only by sacrifice that we can hope to 
restore that pristine fervour of the Church, when the 
multitude of them that believed were of one heart 
and of one soul. 

It may be urged that this is a very vague and 
unsatisfactory account of the nature of the Church; 
but while the present condition of Christendom is so 
unsatisfactory, any theory of the Church can hardly 
be otherwise. You might, indeed, frame a consistent 
theory by ignoring some of the facts. Yet even so 
it is, at least, doubtful how far it would correspond 
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with the ideal Church. Until all the nations of the 
earth have each brought their contribution of faith 
and love into it, we cannot conceive what is implied 
in the terms One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic; we 
can only wait in patience for that day when CHRIST 
shall present it unto Himself a glorious Church, not 
having spot, or wrinkle, or any such thing ; but holy 
and without blemish, 
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CHAPTER XVI 
ETERNAL LIFE 


I acknowledge one Baptism for the remission of sins, 
And I look for the Resurrection of the dead, 
And the life of the world to come. Amen. 


i HE remission of sins,” writes the late Bishop 


Westcott, “has always been connected with 
Baptism, the Sacrament of incorporation. ‘We 
acknowledge one Baptism for the remission of sins’ 
that so the realization of the Atonement may be 
most vividly connected with the entrance on a new 
being.” * 

Nevertheless the remission of sins is not the sole, 
nor indeed the chief, gift conveyed to us by Holy 
Baptism. 

Holy Baptism is one of the two great Sacraments 
of the Gospel. A Sacrament is one of GOD’S means 
of imparting to us a spiritual gift ; it is not merely 
a sign, but an “effectual sign” *; that is to say, an 
outward token which not merely symbolizes, but 
which actually effects a result, which conveys to us 
a spiritual gift, 

The doctrine of Baptism is very clearly stated in 
Article XXVII. There we read as follows :— 
“ Baptism is not only a sign of profession, and mark 

* Historic Faith, p. 133. 2 Article XXV. 
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of difference, whereby Christian men are discerned 
from others that be not christened, but it is also 
a sign of Regeneration or new Birth, whereby, as 
by an instrument, they that receive Baptism rightly 
are grafted into the Church; the promises of the 
forgiveness of sin, and of our adoption to be the 
sons of GOD by the HOLY GHOST, are visibly 
signed and: sealed.” 

Certainly it zs a sign of our Araleesine! The final 
exhortation in the service for the Public Baptism of 
Infants reminds us of this aspect of it: “Baptism 
doth represent unto us our profession ; which is, to 
follow the example of our Saviour CHRIST, and to 
be made like unto Him; that, as He died, and rose 
again for us, so should we, who are baptized, die 
from sin, and rise again unto righteousness.” As 
S. Paul writes in Romans vi. 4 (R.V.): ‘“ We were 
buried with Him through Baptism into death: that 
like as CHRIST was raised from the dead through 
the glory of the FATHER, so we also might walk in 
newness of life.” : 

So, too, it zs a mark of difference whereby 
Christians are distinguished from those who are 
not christened. The Latin version of this Article 
reads “a non-Christiants,’ “whereby Christians are 
distinguished from non-Christians”; but apparently 
the translators wished to soften the expression. 
Nevertheless the meaning is the same, for a Christian 
is one who has been made a member of CHRIST; 
“to christen” means “to make CHRIST,’ i.e. to make 
a person a living part of CHRIST, in the same way 

2B 
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that “to whiten” means “to make white.” Just as 
circumcision was a mark distinguishing the Jew, so 
Baptism is a mark distinguishing the Christian. 

Baptism is both a sign and a distinctive mark of 
our profession. There are, however, some professing 
Christians who regard Baptism as being no more 
than this, as being simply a badge or token that the 
recipients of it are (already) Christians. The Article 
asserts that, though indeed it is this, it is much more 
than this. It is also a sign, an effectual sign, of 
regeneration or new birth, whereby those who 
receive it rightly are grafted into the Church and so 
made Christians. In Holy Baptism the blessings of 
regeneration are not only symbolized, but are also 
conveyed to the recipient. Holy Baptism is an 
instrument by which men are grafted into the 
Church. If I drive a nail into the wall with a 
hammer I am the agent, the hammer is the instru- 
ment by which the nail is fixed. If a gardener 
grafts a slip from one apple-tree on to the stem of 
another he is the agent, while the pruning knife, the 
clay, and the binding are the instruments which he 
employs to carry out his purpose. Similarly Holy 
Baptism is the instrument which the HOLY GHOST 
employs (exceptions apart) in order to bestow upon 
men the blessing of regeneration. 

Regeneration means a “new birth.” Birth is the 
beginning of life (i.e. natural life) for the individual. 
Baptism is styled “the new birth” because it is the 
beginning of a new life (ie. eternal life) for the 
individual, 
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This term “regeneration” has been employed 
because S. Paul speaks of the “laver of regenera- 
tion” * where the context shows that he can only 
mean Baptism, and because our LORD Himself, in 
His conversation with Nicodemus concerning the 
“new birth,” explains His words “Except a man be 
born again (or from above), he cannot see the king- 
dom of GOD” by adding the statement, “Except a 
man be born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot 
enter into the kingdom of Gop.” ? 

The union of the soul with CHRIST is the chief 
gift of Holy Baptism. Just as in the grafting of 
a new branch on to a tree, the sap from the stem of 
the tree passes through the boughs into the newly 
engrafted branch and keeps it alive, and gives it 
power to bear fruit, so in the grafting of a new soul 
into CHRIST, “the True Vine,” the life of CHRIST 
flows into the newly baptized soul and vivifies it, 
and gives it power to bring forth the fruit of good 
works. 

“ Regeneration,” “the new birth,” “ grafting into 
CHRIST,” is the chief gift of Baptism, but Baptism 
conveys also to the soul the forgiveness of sins, 
though as it were incidentally and as a secondary 
gift. The life of CHRIST, which was laid down upon 
the Cross that it might be set free for a new and 
beneficient purpose, in its influx upon the soul 
cleanses it from all sin. The forgiveness of sins, 
though in one sense a secondary gift, is none the 
less important; for without it union with CHRIST 


* Titus iii. 5. 2 S. John iii. 3, 5. 
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would be impossible. The unclean cannot be united 
with the clean. Baptism is the moment in which 
the forgiveness of sins is actually made over to us. 
This is the force of the words “signed and sealed” 
in the above quotation from Article XXVII. The 
significance of this legal phrase may be best illus- 
trated by anexample. Thus when a person promises 
the gift of a piece of land, the transference is made 
by a deed of gift. When the deed of gift is “ signed 
and sealed” the transaction is completed, and the 
thing promised by the donor becomes at that moment 
the property of the receiver, 

And so we find that the Apostles from the very 
first connected the remission of sins with Holy 
Baptism. On the Day of Pentecost S. Peter replied 
to the inquiries of those who were pricked in their 
heart by the preaching of the Apostles—“ Repent, 
and be baptized every one of you... unto the 
remission of your sins, and ye shall receive the 
gift of the HOLY (GHost.”* It is ‘necessary 
have a clear grasp of the nature of the inward 
and spiritual grace of Baptism, in order to appre- 
hend the force of the word “one” in the clause 
“T acknowledge ove Baptism for the remission of 
sins.” 

Primarily the phrase “one Baptism” comes from 
Holy Scripture,” because it was always the desire of 
the Church that the official professions of faith 
should be as far as possible in the language of Holy 
Scripture. But further, the word “one” is signifi- 

* Acts ii. 37, 38. 2 Eph. iv. 4. 
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cant when we call to mind the controversy on the 
subject of the re-baptism of heretics in the days of 
Cyprian, who became Bishop of Carthage, in Africa, 
in A.D. 248. 

The first eighteen months of Cyprian’s episcopate 
were the last eighteen months of the “thirty years 
peace,” during which Christians had enjoyed com- 
parative freedom from persecution. The Christian 
Faith had spread; but it now included many weak 
characters among its adherents. At the end of 
A.D. 249 the Decian persecution broke out. The 
number of apostates was very great. The usual 
test applied in the Roman Law Courts was to ask 
the person suspected of being a Christian to worship 
the genius of the emperor by casting a few grains of 
incense on the tripod before the emperor’s statue. 
Many Christians complied with the test. These 
were termed by their former fellow Christians “ Sacrz- 
jficati,’ “ those who had actually offered sacrifice to 
the emperor.” Others bought certificates that they 
had sacrificed, though they had not really done so, 
These were known as “ Lzbellaticz,’ i.e. those who 
held certificates. Many others suffered imprison- 
ment, confiscation of property, torture, and death, 
rather than by act or word deny CHRIST. Those 
who had _ suffered death were styled “ martyrs,” 
those who had suffered in other ways “ confessors.” 
Naturally both martyrs and confessors were held in 
high esteem by the faithful. Later on, when many 
apostates desired to be readmitted to the communion 
of the Church, the practice arose of applying to the 
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confessors for “certificates of peace.’ These certi- 
ficates were regarded by the recipients as equivalent 
to absolution, or at any rate as entitling the holders 
to absolution. Cyprian was inclined to be very 
severe with the lapsed, and so was Novatian, his 
contemporary at Rome, refusing readmission even 
on the approach of death. Later on Cyprian was 
compelled to modify his position by the force of 
circumstances. For example, some of those who 
were reconciled and readmitted to communion on 
what was thought to be their death bed, afterwards 
recovered. It was then impossible to debar from 
communion those who were not more guilty, but 
who had not happened to fall ill. A Council was 
held at Carthage in A.D. 251 which decided that 
repentant “ Lzde/laticz”” might be restored, but that 
“ Sacrificatt” could only be restored after a long 
period of disciplinary penitence. This was in 
accordance with the more moderate view of the 
Church in other places, especially at Rome. 

But Novatus, a priest of Africa, and a great oppo- 
nent of Cyprian, objected strongly to this more 
moderate view. Accordingly he went to Rome and 
supported the party of Novatian. 

Novatian was a purist; he would have no tares 
among the wheat; he opposed the election of Cor- 
nelius in A.D. 251, as Bishop of Rome, because of the 
latter’s milder views about the restoration of the 
lapsed. When Cornelius was elected, Novatian 
withdrew from communion with him, and shortly 
after was consecrated by three Italian bishops as 
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a rival bishop to Cornelius. Thus began the Nova- 
tian schism. The Novatianists held that they were 
the one true Church, although they were but a 
Rigorist minority. Cornelius died in A.D. 253, 
and was succeeded by Lucius, who, after a very 
short episcopate, was succeeded by Stephen. 
Cyprian regards it as a mark of the true Church 
(i.e. as showing which was the true Church in 
Rome) that Cornelius and Lucius, with their flock, 
were subjected to persecution while the Novatianists 
were spared. Shortly after came the question of the 
readmission of Novatianists who desired to return 
to the fellowship of the Church. 

At Rome they were restored by the laying on 
of hands; in Africa they were rebaptized. And in 
A.D. 256 there was a sharp controversy between 
Stephen, Bishop of Rome, and Cyprian about this 
practice. Cyprian maintained that it was not a 
question of re-baptism, or a second baptism, because 
heretical baptism was not baptism at all. “If any 
one says by way of objection that Novatian holds 
the same law as the Catholic Church,” he writes, 
“baptizes with the same Creed as ourselves . . . and 
that for this reason he can take to himself the power 
of baptizing, because he seems not to differ from 
ourselves in his baptismal questioning — whoso 
thinks this is a good objection let him know first 
that we and the schismatics have neither one law 
of the Creed nor the same questioning; for when 
they say ‘ Dost thou believe in the forgiveness of 
sins and life eternal through the Holy Church?’ 
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they lie in their questioning because they have no 
Church.” 

According to Cyprian’s view of the unity of the 
Church a schismatic was as much outside the Church 
as an apostate, ie. one who had actually denied 
CHRIST. 

Stephen renounced communion with Cyprian in 
A.D. 256; his temper and conduct towards Cyprian 
was harsh and overbearing, but his view ultimately 
prevailed. The death of Stephen in A.D. 257 miti- 
gated the controversy; and Dionysius, Bishop of 
Alexandria, mediated with Stephen’s successor, 
Xystus. Eventually the Roman practice was up- 
held at the Council of Arles in A.D. 314. Ever 
since that date the doctrine of the Church has been 
that baptism, provided it be duly administered by 
the use of water in the Name of the Holy Trinity, 
is valid by whomsoever administered. 

Consequently the Nicene Creed lays stress on 
acknowledging ove baptism for the remission of sins, 

As we were considering in the last chapter, 
quarrels within the Church, however deplorable, 
do not destroy the unity of the Church any more 
than quarrels within the family destroy the con- 
sanguinity of the family. So long as the minister 
of Holy Baptism uses water and the sacred formula, 
he baptizes, not into his own sect, but into the 
Church of CHRIST. 

“ And I look for the resurrection of the dead.” 

After what has been said of the nature of the 
resurrection body in chapter ix there is no need to 


AS EXPRESSED IN THE NICENE CREED 193 


repeat it here. ‘CHRIST is risen from the dead,” 
says S. Paul, ‘and become the first fruits of them 
that slept.” His Resurrection is the “ first fruits ” ; 
it is both a pledge and a sample of what shall be 
the nature of the general resurrection of the just. 
Our Nicene Creed is free from the ambiguity which 
at times has allowed materialistic explanations to 
gather round the phrase “ resurrection of the flesh,” 
found in some baptismal creeds, as it is found in the 
interrogative form of the Apostles’ Creed in our own 
baptismal services. 

“ And the life of the world to come.” 

In the earlier form of the Creed of Jerusalem 
this clause was expressed by the words “life 
eternal.’ Why S. Cyril, or whoever it was that 
revised this Creed, should have substituted ‘the 
life of the world to come,’”* for the earlier phrase 
“life eternal” is not easy to explain. It is, indeed, 
scriptural; our LORD Himself used it.? Perhaps it 
was to draw attention to the fact that ‘eternal life” 
will be lived hereafter under different conditions 
from those which obtain here. For “eternal life” 
begins here and now—‘“ Whoso eateth My Flesh 
and drinketh My Blood hath eternal life, and I will 
raise him up at the last day ”3 are our LORD’S own 
words siaath,”).not) i shall, havey}\\)He\ has the 
principle of eternal life abiding in him now, which 
will result in his resurrection at the last day. And 
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« Or “the life of the coming age,” as it might be more 
accurately translated. 
2 S, Matt. xii. 32. 3 S, John vi. 54. 
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again, “The water that I shall give him shall 
become in him a well of water springing up unto 
eternal life.’ Compare “Ye know that no mur- 
derer hath eternal life abiding in him.” ? 

What is meant by eternal life? Its significance 
has been obscured by the use of the term ‘“ everlast- 
ing” as the equivalent of “eternal” ; we are inclined 
to regard “eternity” as “unending time,” but eter- 
nity is timeless. With our limited intelligence it is 
not possible for us to apprehend the relationship 
of time to eternity. If we could only discover 
how to bring the notion of time under the notion 
of eternity we should be able to solve many diffi- 
culties which puzzle us now. It is sometimes said 
that in eternity it is “‘ Always now ”; that there is no 
past or future, but a permanent present. 

At first sight this appears to be nonsense; but if 
we reflect upon the various extensions of meaning 
which we put upon the word “now,” we shall see 
that such a statement is not entirely meaningless, 
though the idea which it tries to convey constantly 
eludes and baffles us. For example, if I say “ You 
must start now,” I mean by the word “ now” “ im- 
mediately,” not, indeed, during the actual fraction of 
a second which I occupy in uttering the word, but 
as soon as possible after I have spoken. If I say 
“In the early ages even palaces and castles had 
only narrow slits in the wall to admit light, now 
even the smallest cottages have glass windows,” 
I am obviously using “now” in the sense of a 

* S. John iv. 14. 2 1S. John iii. 15. 
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present period of many years’ duration; there is 
a greatly extended meaning given to the word 
“now.” 

Students of natural science tell us that it takes 
nearly five years for the light from the nearest star 
to travel to us here; there are other stars from 
which the light reaches us only after two hundred 
years. Now suppose that the inhabitants of the 
nearest star could make a telescope by means of 
which they could see what was taking place on this 
earth, events which to us would have happened five 
years ago would appear to them to be in progress 
now ; those in a star whose light takes two hundred 
years to reach this earth, if they had such a teles- 
cope, would be looking on at events which to them 
would appear to be taking place now, but which to 
us would have occurred two hundred years ago. 
This consideration may help us to see that the 
conjunction of the two words “ Always” and “ Now” 
is not wholly nonsense, but is an attempt to approach 
the idea of Eternity. In some way eternity embraces 
the notion of time, but eternity is not simply ex- 
tended time, nor is it simply an extended “Vow.” 
Perhaps the simplest way of expressing the distinc- 
tion between the things of time (temporal things) and 
eternal things, would be to say that temporal things 
are transitory; sooner or later they pass away. 
Eternal things are permanent; they stand fast and 
do not change. 

Our LorpD has given us a definition of eternal 
life— This is life eternal, that they may know 
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Thee, the only true GOD, and JESUS CHRIST whom 
Thou hast sent.” * 

The knowledge of Gop through JESUS CHRIST 
begins here in this world, and remains as a principle 
of life abiding (ic. permanent) within us. It will 
not be changed, but it will be developed and in- 
creased in us in the world to come, as our LORD 
promised—‘ I am come that they might have life, 
and that they might have it more abundantly ” ” 
(22 fuller measure). 

Perhaps it was the insertion of the words “We 
look for,” which caused the alteration of this phrase 
*“life’eternal,” 

In the earlier form of the Creed of Jerusalem the 
Christian professed his belief “in the resurrection of 
the dead, and in eternal life.’ Directly the former 
clause was altered into “We look for the resur- 
rection of the dead,” some change in the latter 
clause became necessary. The Christian could not 
profess “to look for,” “to expect,” eternal life. It 
was his already ; he had the principle of eternal life 
abiding in him; he could expect only its develop- 
ment and increase. 

A child is not an adult, but a child is alive; he 
expects to grow and develop, but he cannot say that 
he expects “life,” he has “life” already. So the 
Christian has eternal life already, but he expects 
it in fuller measure in the life of the coming age, 
i.e. the life of the world to come. The knowledge 
of GOD in CHRIST JESUS, which is eternal life both 

t §, John xvii. 3. 2 ibid. x. 10 (margin). 
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here and everywhere, increases and develops, even 
under the conditions of earthly life. Of what will 
be its measure under the conditions of the world to 
come we can form but a faint conception, “ For now 
we see as in a mirror darkly; but then face to face : 
now I know in part; but then shall I know even as 
I have been known,” Yet even here we can form 
some conception of it, for— 
‘‘A dimness of a glory glimmers here 
Through veils and distance from the space remote 
A faintest far vibration of a note 
Reaches to us and seems to bring us near; 
Causing our face to glow with braver cheer, 
Making the serried mists to stand afloat, 


Subduing languor with an antidote 
And strengthening love almost to cast out fear.’ ? 


Perhaps a misunderstanding of this phrase in 
the Creed is in part responsible for an accusation 
sometimes brought against Christians, viz. that of 
other-worldliness. Christians are said to be “ other- 
worldly,” and therefore impractical and_ useless. 
Other-worldliness is held up to ridicule as a vice. 
On the contrary, in its true sense it is a virtue. 
There is a vice to which some Christians are prone, 
but it should be called “ Next-worldliness ” rather 
than “ other-worldliness.” There is a type of so- 
called Christian teaching which does seem to regard 
religion as a sort of insurance system whereby men 
may procure a happy future after death. It has 
produced a class of professing Christians who are 


Tea Or, xiii, 12 (R.V:). 
2 Christina Rossetti, They desire a better country. 
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what they call “religious” on Sunday or on their 
death-beds, but who act as if during the week they 
were not called upon to be religious at all, or even 
morally good. It has kept many an honest, earnest 
man away from Christianity altogether. It has pro- 
duced wild words demanding “a new Evangel .. . 
something which, discarding moth-eaten doctrines, 
dogmas, and creeds, shall go straight back to the 
CHRIST ideal of unselfish sacrifice and love. Let us 
be done for ever with the fantastic theory of rewards 
and punishment after we are dead, and be made to 
understand that the true function of all religion is 
to bring heaven to earth.” ? 

I can sympathize with the writer, but, as I read 
his last sentence, I wonder whether he was ever 
taught the LORD’S Prayer, for therein we pray that 
Gop’s kingdom may come, His will be done, and 
His Name be hallowed on earth as it is in heaven. 
We certainly shall not succeed in bringing heaven 
to earth unless we are “other-worldly.” For to be 
other-worldly in its true sense means to have your 
thoughts on that great unseen order of things which 
we call heaven. It means to have your thoughts on 
goodness and GOD, on morality and righteousness. 
It means to act upon principle, not upon policy. 
It means not that we are to leave our work in this 
world, but that we are to take care that our work 
is done in an “ other-worldly ” manner (whether on 
Sundays or other days), The Creed is not moth- 


* Article entitled ‘“‘ The Bishop’s Blunder,” Sunday Pic- 
torial, October 8, 1916. 
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eaten or outworn. It is a constant challenge to our 
conduct; it is a continual reminder of what we pro- 
fess to believe, and of our duty to live in accordance 
with our profession, both now and in the life of the 
coming age. 

When we are asked how we can reconcile war, or 
drunkenness, or preventible diseases, or social injus- 
tice with the goodness of GOD, our answer must be 
that we do not reconcile them, we wish to annihilate 
them. Such things must be possible in a world of 
human beings who possess freedom of choice, but 
Gop’s goodness will be vindicated by their destruc- 
tion far better than by such a theory of explanation. 
Many a man who its not a scholar can be a great 
defender of the Faith. He can help produce that 
best defence of the Christian Faith—a world in 
which it is easier to believe in GoD. 

But the work of scholars and philosophers in 
framing Creeds is not therefore useless. Dogmas 
are, after all, merely scientific statements of religious 
truths in brief, just as algebraic formulas are of 
mathematical truths; they still have their value. 
They form a guide for “charcoal burners,” for ordi- 
nary men. Of late years the phrase “ foz de char- 
bonnier” (the charcoal-burner’s faith) has become 
with some writers a term of derision and a proverb 
of reproach. This book is not a full explanation of 
the Nicene Creed. It is merely an attempt to ren- 
der the meaning of that Creed more intelligible to 
the modern mind, and to suggest that, after all, the 
charcoal-burner possibly had more wisdom than ts 
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usually ascribed to him, and that the saints and 
sages of the Christian Church are not inferior to 
those outside the Church, either in conduct or in 


intellect. 
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APPENDIX I 


ADDITIONAL NOTE ON THE PHYSICAL CAUSE 
OF DEATH IN OUR LORD, P. 65. 


HE physician whose work is alluded to in the 

text is Dr. Stroud. This was in 1847. The 
following quotation from an article by Sir Alex. R. 
Simpson, M.D., in Zhe Expositor for October, 1911, 
p. 313-316, shows that later medical knowledge 
confirms Dr, Stroud :— 

“Tn 1847 Dr. Stroud, a godly physician in Lon- 
don, wrote a work on The Physical Cause of the 
Death of Curis7T. He showed with much elabora- 
tion and large literary reference that rupture of the 
heart with escape of blood into the heart-sac was 
known to pathology as a cause of sudden death; 
and, further, that in such a case the effused blood 
naturally separates in its new receptacle into two 
portions—the more solid red clot sinking to the 
most dependent part, and the paler, watery-looking 
serum rising to the surface. He suggested that the 
heart of JESUS burst and filled the pericardium with 
blood at the time when He said ‘“ It is finished :” 
and He bowed His head, and gave up the ghost,’ 
The anatomical post-mortem demonstration, Dr. 
Stroud held, was given after the lapse of two or 
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three hours, during which the separation of clot from 
serum was progressing, when an opening of about 
a hand’s breadth in size made from below into the 
serous cavity gave exit to what an unscientific 
beholder could not speak of otherwise than as blood 
and water. Dr. Hodgkin, who wrote a brief sketch 
of the life of Dr. Stroud, and who has so written 
his own name in pathology that through all time 
it will appear in one of the chapters in medical 
text-books, expressed his acceptance of his friend’s 
explanation. Dr. Stroud, he held, had ‘placed the 
real cause beyond the reach of doubt.’ In 1861 
I heard Dr. Hanna give the lecture on the subject 
which appears in his volume on The Last Day of our 
Lorv’s Passion. He adopted and made reverent 
application of Dr. Stroud’s suggestion, and appended 
to the volume letters from three medical members 
of his congregation — Sir James Young Simpson, 
whom The Scotsman of June 11, on the occasion 
of the centenary of his birth, characterized as ‘the 
greatest medical man Scotland has ever produced’; 
Sir John Struthers, afterwards Professor of Anatomy 
in the University of Aberdeen; and Dr. Begbie, 
then the most widely-consulted physician in Edin- 
burgh. These, each in varying style, discussed 
and approved the explanation. ‘ Any intelligent 
jury of medical men,’ concludes Dr. Lewes D. 
Mason, of Brooklyn, N.Y., ‘would certify that the 
cause of (CHRIST’S) death was internal haemorrhage, 
the origin of which was a ruptured or broken 
heart.’ 
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“The only attempt at a refutation that I have 
seen from the side of pathology appeared in the 
Encyclopaedia Biblica. The attempt is a failure. 
The Editor (i. 959, art. ‘Cross’) says ‘ The prob- 
ability is (if the kernel of S. John xix. 31-37 be 
accepted as historical) that the two malefactors 
first had their legs broken (crucifragium) and then 
received their coup de grace by being pierced with 
a lance.’ There is nothing to be said against this 
‘probability’ of Professor Cheyne. Let him rather 
be thanked for a sane ‘probability.’ But his next 
sentence cannot go unchallenged. It is this: ‘ That 
the statement of the “eye-witness,” as come down 
to us in its original form, cannot, however, be safely 
asserted, because of the impossibility of explaining 
the issuing of “blood and water” from an internal 
source physiologically. The ‘impossibility’ so 
dogmatically declared is just another of those 
‘impossibilities’ with which some literary minds 
can hypnotise themselves and one another, and 
which, if they had a due sense‘of humour, they 
would cease to multiply lest they become them- 
selves impossibles. The professor supports himself 
with a couple of paragraphs in small print for which 
Dr. Charles Creighton is responsible. They read: 
‘With regard to the hypothesis of Dr. Stroud 
(viz. that death was sudden from rupture of the 
heart, and that the blood and water were the sepa- 
rated clot and serum of the escaped blood in the 
pericardial sac which the spear had pierced), it is 
sufficient to mention the invariable fact of which 
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this physician appears to have been ignorant, that 
the blood escaping into a serum (sic) cavity from 
rupture of a great organ such as the heart (aneurys- 
mal aorta) or parturient uterus, does not show the 
smallest tendency to separate into clot and serum 
(“blood” and “water,” as he takes it), but remains 
thick dark-red liquid blood. The ‘ignorant’ 
physician is not Dr. Stroud, but his critic. Changes 
somewhat such as Dr. Creighton imperfectly de- 
scribes may be seen any day by the surgeon who 
has to open an abdomen because of haemorrhage 
into that serous cavity from some ruptured organ. 
But in that case the haemorrhage has not been 
immediately fatal. The sufferer has survived the 
shock of the accident, and it needs no long time 
for the absorption of the serum to begin, followed 
by other changes in the blood. That is nowise the 
case in question. It is, looking at it merely in its 
physical aspect, more like this. In 1867 a patient 
sent for me urgently one evening to come and see 
her husband, who was dead or dying. When I 
came the young man (he was between thirty and 
forty years of age) was already dead. He was not 
known to be the subject of any disease. His busi- 
ness affairs had been going wrong. He had come 
home from the office earlier than usual, very despon- 
dent, saying he felt ill, and refusing food. After 
a time his wife persuaded him to go to bed. Later 
she brought him a cup of strong coffee, which he 
drank. Soon thereafter he rose up on his elbow, 
gave a sobbing cry, and fell back onhis pillow. My 
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friend, Dr. Samuel Moore, then pathologist to the 
Glasgow Royal Infirmary, came with me the follow- 
ing day to make an autopsy to enable me to certify 
the registrar as to the cause of death. When the 
thorax was opened the pericardium was seen to be 
greatly distended, so that an incision into it let out 
a large quantity of clear serum, and the heart lay 
high up at the back of the sac imbedded in a mass 
of firm coagulum. A small aneurysm behind one of 
the aortic valves had burst, and the blood distending 
the pericardium had stopped the action of the heart. 
After death the infused blood had undergone the 
invariable change to be seen on any occasion when 
blood passes from a living vessel into a cup outside 
the body, or iinto another cavity in the interior. 
The fibrin had coagulated, carrying with it the red 
corpuscles to the most dependant part, while the 
serum had risen to the surface. We remarked that 
if the body of that patient had been placed at death 
in the upright position, and a free opening after- 
wards made into the pericardium from below, the 
red clot would have been seen escaping first, fol-. 
lowed by the water-like serum.” 
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APPENDIX II 
THE VIRGIN BIRTH 


{Notre.—This subject has been treated apart from the main 
portion of the book as it would not be suitable for all classes. 
Those teachers who propose to give it should consult all or 
any of the following books :— 


(a) The Virgin Birth of our Lord. By L. Prestige (3s. 6d. 
net). Handbooks of Catholic Faith and Practice. 
Edited by Dr. Sparrow Simpson. 

(6) A note in Dr. Charles Knapp’s Commentary on S. 
Luke. Murby’s Larger Scripture Manuals’ Series. 

(c) An Article in the Church Quarterly Review for April, 
1917. No. 167, vol. 84. By Sir Francis Champ- 
neys, M.D. 

(d) A Penny Tract. Further Evidence on the Virgin Birth. 
By Dr. Schofield. The Bible League, 40 Great 
James Street, Bedford Row, W.C.1.] 


And was incarnate by the Hoty Guost of the 
Virgin Mary. 

HE doctrine of our LORD’s birth from a pure 

Virgin solely by the operation of the HOLY 
GHOST, without the co-operation of any human 
father, is one which has been subjected to a good 
deal of adverse criticism during the past twenty 
years. The modern tendency is to reject the 
miraculous, and to regard the observed sequences of 
physical life as incapable of varying from their 
ordinary course. Consequently this doctrine has 
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been resented by many (who desire to be Christians) 
as resting upon slender evidence, and as involving 
an unnecessary strain upon their faith. The objec- 
tions to the doctrine as stated in the Nicene Creed 
may be classed under two heads :— 

I. Objections to the trustworthiness of the his- 
torical records. 

II. Objections based on physiology. 

We will take first the question of the historical 
records, though I think it would be fair to say that 
these objections would never have been raised were 
it not for the physiological difficulty involved. 


I. Exception has been taken to the trustworthy 
character of the documentary evidence on the 
following grounds :— 


(1) S. Paul is apparently unacquainted with this 
doctrine. He is the earliest New Testament writer. 
If the Virgin Birth had been part of the general 
belief of the Christians of his day, surely he would 
have made some mention of it. 

(2) The doctrine is unknown to S. Mark, and 
forms no part of the common synoptic tradition. 

(3) It was unknown to the writer of the Fourth 
Gospel. 

(4) It is not mentioned in the Acts of the 
Apostles. 

(5) Nor in the General Epistles. 

(6) In the genealogies given in S. Matthew and 
S. Luke, our Lorp’s descent is traced on the father’s 
side as if S. Joseph were His father. 
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(7) JESUS was appointed the Messiah at His 
Baptism, not at the Conception. 

(8) If you omit vv. 34, 35 of chapter i, in the 
passage S, Luke i. 5-ii. 40, the doctrine is unknown 
to S. Luke. 

Now it will be seen at a glance that the majority 
of these objections rest upon the argument from 
silence. The argument from silence means this, 
that if a writer, who might justly be supposed to 
know the facts, makes no mention of them, you may 
fairly draw this inference, either that the writer was 
ignorant of the supposed facts, or that the supposed 
facts are not really facts. By itself the argument 
from silence is not very convincing, but it has a 
certain value when taken in connection with other 
arguments. The argument from silence is of course 
very much strengthened if the writer refrains from 
mentioning the fact when he might naturally have 
been expected to do so. 

(1) Now S. Pauls Epistles were letters, as a rule, 
written at white heat to some local church on 
account of some immediate difficulty. As a rule 
there is no passage where you might expect mention 
of the Virgin Birth. Even in Galatians iv. 4, it 
would rather have to be dragged in. But S. Paul 
does insist upon the Davidic descent, both in his 
Epistles and in his speeches as recorded in the Acts 
of the Apostles. As a matter of fact S. Paul makes 
no mention of either Joseph or Mary. Are we to 
conclude from this that he was ignorant of their 
names, or that no such persons ever existed ? 
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(2) S. Mark’s Gospel (or rather the Ur-Marcus, ie. 
the original germ of this Gospel) is generally 
acknowledged by scholars to represent the earliest 
statement of Christian belief. The objection raised 
on the score of its silence as to the Virgin Birth has 
slightly more force here than in the case of the 
Epistles, yet on the other hand this Gospel deals 
only with our LORD’S ministry. It does not profess 
torbe'a “Life of CHRIST.” It isthe beginning of 
the Gospel of JESUS CHRIST.” It is His message 
of salvation. A missionary nowadays would not 
begin by telling his hearers of the Virgin Birth. 
S. Mark’s Gospel contains the substance of the 
earliest mission preaching. We need not be very 
surprised at his silence on this point. Indirectly 
S. Mark does bear witness to the Virgin Birth. He 
mentions CHRIST’S Mother, and His ‘ brethren,” 
never S. Joseph, or His father. If you compare 
S. Matthew xiii. 55, S. Luke iv. 22, and S. Mark vi. 
3, you will find that the Jewish taunt—“ Is not this 
the carpenter's Son?” or “Is not this /oseph’s 
Son?”—is rendered by S. Mark, “Is not this he 
carpenter, the Son of Mary?” 

(3) For the sake of convenience I propose to 
speak of the Author of the Fourth Gospel as S, John. 
It is now generally admitted that the Fourth Gospel 
is later than the three Synoptic Gospels, and that 
the contents of the earlier three were well known to 
the writer of the fourth. S. John frequently makes 
casual allusions to events which he assumes were 
common knowledge, but which he himself does not 
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record, e.g. he alludes to “the Twelve,” and to the 
fact that JESUS had chosen them,* but he nowhere 
relates their appointment or gives a list of their 
names. S. John gives no account of the institution 
of the two great Sacraments, but he records our 
LorbD’s discourse to Nicodemus, and His discourse 
on the Bread of Life at Capernaum. The silence of 
S. John as to the Virgin Birth is in reality consistent 
with the rest of his Gospel. 

Dr. Schofield maintains that the true reading of 
S. John i. 13 is as follows :— 

“As many as received Him, to them gave He 
power to become the sons of GOD even to them 
that believe on the Name of Him, Who was born 
not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the 
will of man, but of GOD,” instead of “them that 
believe on His Name, who were born, etc., etc.” 

Having recommended Dr. Schofield’s tract, I feel 
bound to sound a note of warning and to say that 
this position cannot be maintained. The manuscript 
evidence will not support it. But the fact of the 
existence of this corrupt reading has some signifi- 
cance. Dr. Schofield is correct when he says that 
Irenaeus (A.D. 177), Hippolytus (A.D. 235), Ter- 
tullian (¢. A.D. 200), and possibly Justin Martyr 
(c. A.D. 163) allude to it as if it were the accepted 
text. All that can really be deduced from this is 
the fact that these early Fathers found in such a 
reading nothing inconsistent with the general belief 


of their day. 
' S. John vi. 67-70. 
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(4) ln the Acts of the Apostles both S. Peter and 
S. Paul lay stress on the Davidic descent of our 
LORD, although the Virgin Birth is not mentioned. 
Further, S. Luke is acknowledged as the author of 
the Acts of the Apostles. You can hardly argue 
from his silence on the subject that he was ignorant 
of it, for it is he who tells us about it in his 
Gospel, as one of the things “most surely believed 
among us,” 

(5) Very much the same reply can be made about 
the silence of the Catholic Epistles as about S. Paul’s 
Epistles. 

(6) The question of the Genealogies is a long and 
intricate one. Scholars are generally agreed that 
their object is to trace not the physical descent, but 
the legal descent of our LORD. There must have 
been other “Sons of David” alive in our LORD’S 
time. The object of the genealogies is to show who 
was the legitimate heir to the throne of David. 

(Teachers who destre to enter more fully into this 
point, should refer to the Books named above, but 
the average class will find it intensely dull ana 
dry.) 

(7) To say that our Lorpd was appointed the 
Messiah at His Baptism, not at the Conception, 
rather begs the question. Would it not be equally 
true to say that His Messiahship was publicly made 
known at His Baptism? To take a rough and 
ready illustration: King George V was crowned on 
June 22, 1911, but he had been King since May 6, 
IQIO. 
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(8) S. Luke's narrative contained in chapter t 
and it. No scholar of repute now maintains that 
the first two chapters of this Gospel were written by 
a later editor; it has been suggested that vv. 34 and 
35 of chapter i are an interpolation. The sole 
ground for this suggestion (apart from prejudice) is 
the fact that Codex Veronensis, a Latin manuscript 
of the fourth or fifth century, omits v. 34 (Mary’s 
question to the angel). But the same manuscript 
transposes the first portion of wv. 38 into the place of 
v. 34, thus revealing its own inaccuracy. The 
probable explanation of the error is that the 
scribes eye passed from the words “ And Mary 
said” (Dixit autem Maria) to the same words at 
v. 38, and so the blunder arose. 

But, in any case, no serious critic lays stress upon 
the absence of one verse in this one manuscript, 
which is but a second-rate manuscript of an old 
Latin version. (By the way, it is this manuscript 
which contains the isolated variant of S. John i. 13. 
If you rely upon it in one place, why not do the 
same in another?) And further, if these two verses 
are removed from this chapter, it really reduces the 
rest of the narrative to nonsense, for why should 
_an angel be sent to tell the Blessed Virgin that she 
was capable of becoming a mother? It is weari- 
some work replying to such objections. The 
positive evidence of the New Testament may be 
summed up as follows :-— 

(1) JESUS was certainly of the House of David ; 

(2) His Mother’s name was Mary ; 
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(3) He was born within the period of Mary’s 
betrothal to Joseph, and not after marriage. 

Consequently the logical inference would appear 
to be either that He was born of a pure Virgin as 
the Church believes, or else that He was born of 
fornication as many of the Jews assert. 

In this connection it may be of interest to refer 
to a work known as the Protevangelium Jacobi (“The 
Gospel-prologue of James.”) This book is extant in 
Greek, in Syriac, and in Coptic. It is of uncertain 
date. Some assign it to about A.D. 100-110; 
others place it as late as the fourth century. It 
was published under this title in Latin by William 
Postellus in 1552. It contains (1) the story of the 
birth and childhood of the Blessed Virgin Mary, (2) 
the story of our Lornp’s birth, and (3) the story of 
the murder of Zacharias. These three parts may 
originally have been separate. Many scholars think 
the story of the Nativity was used by Justin Martyr. 
The references to Jewish rites and ceremonies clearly 
show that the writer of this part was a Jewish Chris- 
tian. Joseph is represented as an aged widower in 
whose charge Mary was placed, and to whom she 
was betrothed. The story relates the journey to 
Bethlehem, and the birth of JESUS in a cave outside 
the city. After the miraculous conception and 
Mary’s visit to her cousin Elizabeth, Joseph and 
Mary are accused before the Sanhedrin and made to 
drink “the waters of jealousy ”* with the result that 
both are proved innocent. The book is interesting ; 
t Num. v. 11-30. 
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and if it can be ascribed to so early a date as A.D. 
110 its testimony is of value. 

When people urge that the doctrine of the Virgin 
Birth rests upon slender evidence, there is a sense 
in which this is true. If by “slender evidence” 
they mean “limited evidence,” that is of course so, 
From the general nature of the subject, no evidence 
is possible save that of the Mother. Ultimately 
S. Luke must have derived his information from 
S. Mary, either directly or from an Aramaic docu- 
ment written by herself or by other women of the 
Gospel to whom she told the story. But, if by 
“slender evidence” they mean “untrustworthy 
evidence,” that depends on the estimate which you 
hold of the life and character of the Blessed Virgin 
Mary. 


II. The physiological difficulty. 


Closely allied to the question of the Virgin Birth 
is the whole question of miracles. If all miracles 
are incredible the miraculous birth of CHRIST is 
incredible also. But, if some miracles are credible, 
is there anything in this miracle which renders it 
specially hard to accept ? 

What is a miracle? I once heard it defined as 
“a mystery which excites wonder in us.” There 
are many mysteries around us which are so familiar 
that they no longer cause us to wonder (more ’s the 
pity !), eg. the circulation of the blood, the growth 
of a seed, sleep, dreams, and many other things are 
all mysteries. No mystery, however, is greater than 


AS EXPRESSED IN THE NICENE CREED 215 


the formation of a new being. Biology has dis- 
covered many of its processes. Men of science can 
describe the first stirrings of life, the division of cells, 
their multiplication, their formation into groups 
which produce the various organs. 

I would not fora moment seem to depreciate the 
work of scientists. They have done much to eluci- 
date the “ How” of things, but that, though very 
wonderful, is, after all, not the chief wonder. The 
chief wonder is the “ Why ”—Why do all these 
processes take place? What is the cause of them ? 
So far the modern physician does not seem any 
nearer to supplying the answer to this question than 
S. Luke the physician who lived before the days of 
microscopes. The mystery of generation is hidden 
from us now quite as much as it was then, though 
its processes are better known. 

The difficulty of belief in the Virgin Birth arises 
not because the mystery of generation is known, 
but because it is contrary to our ordinary experi- 
ence. In the human species two parents are always 
(as a matter of experience) needed. But this is not 
the universal law of nature. Parthenogenesis, or 
virgin birth, is an observed phenomenon in lower 
forms of life. It may be natural or artificial. Among 
the aphides (green blight) and some other insects 
the ovum developes without fertilization by the 
sperm. Or it may be artificial. The stimulus 
usually given by the sperm is replaced experiment- 
ally by some physical or chemical agent. ‘Thus 
the ovum of a sea-urchin, or mollusc, may be 
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stimulated by treatment with hyper-tonic sea-water, 
or butyric acid or other substance, or by mechanical 
shock, or by a lowering of the temperature. It 
is sufficient to pierce the egg of a frog with a 
fine needle. In all these instances some physical 
or chemical alteration (or both) is produced in the 
egg, as a result of which it begins to segment and 
develop. The process, if care is taken, may be 
perfectly normal, and the individual reach the adult 
condition. A sexually mature sea-urchin (male) 
has been reared in this way. In all cases of par- 
thenogenesis only the female pronucleus is present. 
Thus in certain lower animals parthenogenesis 
can be stimulated artificially by giving to the female 
pre-existent element the proper chemical or physical 
environment. It is then possible that if the right 
stimulus could be discovered and applied to a more 
highly-organized creature, such as a human mother, 
a similar result might be produced. If we did not 
know double parenthood to be the rule there would 
be no inherent difficulty in imagining the develop- 
ment of a new being without it: it would merely 
involve an unusual process of nature, the transfer- 
ence of a process usually confined to the lowest 
forms of life to the highest. There are some minds 
to whom such a consideration is helpful, though why 
it should be so is rather puzzling. Personally I can- 
not see why such a transference, so unusual as to be 
unique, renders the Virgin Birth any more credible. 
It appears to involve quite as great a miracle. To 
a Christian the all-important miracle is the Resur- 
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rection of CHRIST. If this be true it is a greater 
miracle than any other can be, for it involves 
not an unusual process of nature, but what 
appears to be an absolute reversal of the pro- 
cesses of nature as far as we know them. The 
real difficulty seems to be that many people think 
that a knowledge of processes is the same thing 
as a knowledge of causes. In reality it is quite 
different, and the researches of modern scholars 
have not as yet brought us any nearer to the know- 
ledge of final causes as far as I can see. Neverthe- 
less, if such physiological considerations as these 
help any persons to accept the Church’s faith in the 
Virgin Birth, by all means let them take advantage 
of them. 

But there are others to whom such considerations 
are a hindrance rather than a help. The more 
closely the birth of CHRIST is made to approximate 
to an ordinary birth, the greater are the intellectual 
difficulties in believing that the child so born was 
other than an ordinary child, with a human person- 
ality, and endowed with the heredity of sinfulness 
attached to other children. For such persons the 
spiritual miracle—“the Word became Flesh ’’—is 
the miracle before which their mind reels. When 
the consideration of the evidence for that miracle 
has compelled the assent of their reason, then nature 
miracles are mere child’s play. Itis easier for them 
to believe that the spiritual miracle was accompanied 
by a corresponding nature miracle than that it was 


not so accompanied, If their faith seeks any reas- 
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surance from the natural world, they find it rather in 
the homely illustration of a fourteenth-century 
carol :-— 
‘‘As the sunbeam through the glass 
Passeth but not staineth; 
Thus the Virgin, as she was, 
Virgin still remaineth ; 
Blessed Mother! in whose womb 
Lay the Light that exiles gloom, 
Gop to earth descending ; 
Blessed Maid! whose spotless breast 
Gives the King of Glory rest, 
Nurture, warmth, and tending.” 

It is sometimes urged that, in pagan religions, 
when men have dreamed of the possibility of an 
Incarnation of the Godhead, they generally joined 
with it the idea of a Virgin Birth, and that conse- 
quently this doctrine has merely been imported into 
the Christian Creed from earlier heathen expecta- 
tions. 

But, if we bear in mind, as the Greek Fathers did, 
that the Word of GOD was ever the true light 
which lighteth every man, it is possible to regard 
this not as an objection, but rather as corrobora- 
tive evidence, You may remember (p. 49) that we 
said that the object of the Incarnation was to secure 
that fresh start for humanity which was needed to 
restore it to its unspoilt condition. 

Now supposing GOD was to become Man, there 
are three ways in which He might have done so, but 
each would involve some departure from the ordinary 
course of nature. 

I. GOD might have created a body specially for 
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Himself apart from all human agency, and have 
come into the world as man without human father 
and mother. The Second Adam, like the first 
Adam, might have arisen from the dust of the 
ground, Then, indeed, He would have cut off the 
entail of sin, but there would have been nothing 
to show that He was true flesh and blood like 
ourselves. Men would have doubted whether any 
connecting link had really been established. And, 
further, it would have been a greater departure from 
the ordinary course of nature. 

2. It might have happened that GoD had come 
into the world as the Son of a human father and 
mother, but that the law of heredity had been 
suspended in His case, so that He did not inherit 
original sin. This, again, would have been as great 
a departure from the ordinary law of nature, and 
I cannot see how this fact could have been demon- 
strated. Yet it was absolutely necessary that this 
law should be suspended, or no new start would 
have been secured for humanity. The external 
evidence for the Virgin Birth may be slender, but 
in this case there would have been no evidence 
whatever that the entail of sin had been cut off. 

3. Supposing (as the Church believes) that GOD 
came into the world by a birth from a pure virgin 
without any human father, this would secure two 
things :—(@) It would break the law of heredity by 
its departure from the normal course of double 
parenthood, and (4) it would maintain sufficient 
connection with mankind to secure their belief in 
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His real humanity in that He had a human mother. 
It would involve a departure from the ordinary 
course of nature, but it would be the only deviation 
for which any external evidence would be possible. 
If GOD were to become Man at all some deviation 
from the ordinary course of nature would be inevit- 
able. Such an extraordinary fact could scarcely be 
accomplished by an ordinary method. 

So this is the position we have reached, that if the 
Incarnation be a fact then the fact is unique; there- 
fore it seems inconsistent to object to the alleged 
method, because that also is unique. If we proceed 
on such lines as these we might equally well argue 
that our LORD never lived at all, because His life 
and character also are unique. 
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